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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
1. The Problem of the Dissertation 
This dissertation endeavors to test the supposition 
that Henry Joel Cadbury has made a significant contribution 
to the study of the historical Jesus. Any conclusions 
reached on this matter will be, of necessity, value judg-
ments by the writer. Although desiring to be objective, 
he realizes that to escape subjectivism entirely is impos-
sible. It is hoped, however, that this will be kept to a 
minimum. 
After having surveyed the rather broad field in which 
Cadbury has done extensive work, to confine this research 
to a more restricted field, namely, that of the historical 
Jesus, seemea best. Cadbury is perhaps more widely known 
for his studies on Luke-Acts, a work which, in itself, 
would merit the investigation of a dissertation. This work, 
however, is not to be considered a study in linguistics, 
even though in two sections a number of Greek words will 
be considered. One of these sections presents Cadbury's 
argument on the so-called ttmedical language" of Luke. The 
other considers his investigation of the titles applied to 
Jesus in the book of Acts. 
1 
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The basic problem here is to investigate the writings 
of Cadbury on the historical Jesus to see what he may have 
added to Biblical criticism. 
2. Definitions 
In some instances Cadbury 1 s use of certain terms may 
differ from the more generally-accepted definitions. Where 
this is the case an attempt is made to point out that dif-
ference. There are other terms, or the particular use of 
them, which owe their origin to Cadbury. 
First of all, Cadbury would define the historical Jesus 
as that Palestinian Jew who was born to Mary and Joseph 
during the closing reign of Herod the Great, and about 
whom the gospels were written. He is interested only in the 
humanity of Jesus, not in any metaphysical speculation about 
him. If one were to ask Cadbury, nno you believe in the 
divinity of Jesus?" he would reply, ur believe in the 
divinity of all men.nl However, Cadbury is reluctant to 
use this term for it is often equated with deity; for him 
the meanings are not the same. 
The terms form criticism and source criticism are used 
in the commonly-accepted manner. Form criticism--which 
comes from the German word Formgeschichte--when it is 
applied to New Testament criticism, means the study of the 
1. This remark was made to me in a conversation with Dr. 
Cadbury in Seattle, Washington, November 17, 1960. 
3 
oral form of the gospel tradition before it came to be 
written. This approach is concerned with the origin and 
development of these forms, or patterns, and seeks to dis-
cover the life-situations out of which they came. Source 
criticism, by the commonly-accepted definition, analyzes 
the literary sources which underlie the first three gospels 
and considers the synoptic problem. 
Another term used by Cadbury, but with a slightly 
different connotation than that which is generally recog-
nized, is motive criticism. He subdivides this into two 
categories: submerged motiv~ and mixed motives. By the 
use of these terms he indicates that there is evidence in 
our gospel records of motives which, in some cases, have 
been submerged by other more dominant motives and deeds; or 
there may be a mixture of motives. In the case of the 
latter, two or more dominant motives came to reside in the 
written sources. In some instances they may be contradictory. 
At any rate, they were preserved in the tradition because 
they served some particular need at the time. Thus, Cadbury 
seeks to uncover by motive criticism the motives which 
underlie the stories and sayings--or the pericopae, as the 
form critics call them. It is Cadbury 1 s belief that motive 
criticism should precede form criticism, and after that 
should come historical criticism. 
Cadbury uses the term apocalypticism in the general 
sense in connection with Jesus' world view or his 
Weltanschauung. He does not de~ine the term as such, but 
rather assumes that his readers understand it. Whether he 
would de~ine the term as precisely as does Martin Rist in 
Volume 12 o~ The Interpreter 1 s Bible is doubt~ul, but he 
does ascribe to Jesus the apocalyptic outlook. Briefly 
stated, Cadbury employs the term to describe the belie~ in 
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a sudden and cataclysmic intervention o~ God upon the earth 
to bring to an end the present world order and to establish 
a new world. This is in contrast to the belie~ in a gradual 
growth and development o~ the kingdom o~ God characteristic 
of the interpreters in the social gospel movement. The term 
parousia is used in connection with the apocalyptic view as 
it ~ound expression in the Gentile church. Here it meant 
ttthe return, and presence, or the coming again o~ Jesus." 
A term which is basic to apocalyptic thought is 
eschatology. It literally means the doctrine of last things. 
Since apocalypticism is a belie~ in the dramatic inter-
vention o~ God upon the earth to execute judgment and 
establish righteousness, it is eschatological by its very 
nature. Cadbury uses the term in the commonly accepted manner. 
The term social gospel is to be understood in reference 
to those men who sought to interpret the teachings o~ Jesus 
within a social ~ramework o~ nineteenth and twentieth 
century thought. This is particularly true with re~erence 
to Jesus' teaching on the kingdom o~ God. Two prominent 
examples are Shailer Matthews and Charles A. Ellwood. 
5 
Advocates of this approach believe that Jesus was primarily 
group-centered and that his teachings furnish us the guidance 
for modern social movements. Two prominent outgrowths of 
this interpretation were the concepts of the Fatherhood of 
God and the Brotherhood of Man. 
One is to understand Cadbury's use of the term 
modernization as that constant tendency to interpret Jesus 
and his teachings from the modern standpoint rather than 
from that of the environment of Jesus' own time. Cadbury 
readily admits that to escape this tendency is almost impos-
sible, even for the most careful scholar. Therefore, one 
always should be on guard in order to minimize this common 
fault. The process of modernization was incipient even in 
the earliest gospel records and has continued down through 
the years. 
Modernization of Jesus' teachings also leads to the 
grave fault of anachronism. This term closely resembles 
and is used in connection with modernization. It means the 
misplacing of a person, event or sentiment with reference to 
the order of time. When applied to the study of Jesus, it 
means that he is not interpreted within the context of his 
own time and environment. Such an interpretation obviously 
does not reflect the true picture of Jesus. Gross 
anachronisms are to be seen in both modern and medieval 
art. One glaring example of this is cited by Cadbury in 
the Church of the Holy Sepulchre where there is a wrist watch 
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on the arm of the statue of the Virgin Mary.l Although 
anachronistic interpretations of Jesus' teachings may not 
be as obvious as the above example, Cadbury says that they 
are present, nevertheless, in modern thinking among writers 
who attempt to portray the Jesus of the first century. 
3. Previous Research in the Field 
To the knowledge of this writer there has been no 
systematic study of Cadbury's writings on the historical 
Jesus. What has been done has been limited to book reviews 
and brief references in scholarly papers, periodicals, and 
books; but even here, there has been no attempt to treat 
specifically or comprehensively the subject now under 
investigation. Therefore, the attempt to investigate 
Cadbury's works on Jesus seems justifiable. The writer 
hopes that this investigation both will represent correctly 
Cadbury 1 s views and will contribute to our knowledge of 
Jesus. 
This dissertation is based primarily upon the published 
works of the author. However, late in 1960, this writer 
had the opportunity of meeting Dr. Cadbury in person and 
discussing with him several questions in connection with 
this work. Apparently Cadbury has made no significant 
1. Henry roel Cadbury, The Peril of Modernizing Jesus 
(N.Y.:, The Macmillan Company, 1937), p. 7. 
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changes in his conclusions with reference to the historical 
Jesus since he did his major works in this area. 
4. Limitations 
As pointed out above, this dissertation is limited 
to the field of the historical Jesus in an effort to see 
what Cadbury has contributed. Therefore, the investigation 
will be confined to this area. Only where side-issues seem 
to be relevant to this subject will they be included. 
There may be some who will question whether the 
limitation of this work should include the section on the 
ttsupposed medical language of Luke,tt saying that·this should 
come more properly under linguistics. We would agree to 
this in part. However, since this section comes under con-
sideration in dealing with the language of our sources for 
the study of Jesus and seeks to establish Cadbury's com-
petence in dealing critically v.rith copies of the original 
sources, its inclusion seems justifiable. 
Some materials which are not specifically relevant 
to this quest are put in the appendix. They include a 
brief biographical sketch of Cadbury, his view on some of 
the motives which should underlie Biblical scholarship, 
and some current issues and possible trends as he sees them 
in Biblical studies. 
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5. Methodology of the Dissertation 
The method used in this study is to analyze, interpret, 
and evaluate Cadburyrs works in the .field ~$ definedo 
In addition to Cadbury 1s major publications in the 
form of books, his articles in various periodicals, papers, 
and pamphlets have been consulted. In some instances it has 
not been easy to secure his writings, but Cadbury 1 s chief 
works have been consulted. The writer especially is indebted 
to the Harvard Divinity School Library for the acquisition 
of a number of important papers and pamphlets. He also is 
deeply indebted to the libraries of Boston University for 
the splendid facilities which were made available for this 
investigation. 
Each major section will be summarized and evaluated. 
If the reader should desire to have more elaboration on 
certain points or problems, he should be reminded that 
Cadbury, in some cases, asks more questions than he answers. 
In these places to proceed on inference alone, which by 
nature is precarious, has been necessary. 
The historical method of investigation is accepted 
throughout, and the effort has been made to apply its 
principles to the research embodied in this dissertation. 
CHAPTER II 
CADBURY'S PRESUPPOSITIONS AND METHODOLOGY 
This section will consider very briefly Cadbury•s 
presuppositions and methodology. They will be demonstrated 
more adequately in the main body of the dissertation. How-
ever, in order to establish a frame of reference a statement 
on each of these topics should be given. Brevity here is 
not to be construed as indicating that this chapter is 
relatively unimportant. This is far from true. Any serious 
investigation carries with it certain basic presuppositions. 
These presuppositions determine the method used and the 
data which are considered to be relevant. The purpose here 
is not the elaboration of Cadbury's presuppositions or of 
his methodology, but rather the effort to bring them into focus. 
1. Presuppositions 
Cadbury is a keen student of history. Therefore, the 
basic presupposition with which he approaches the study of 
the life of Jesus is that the historical method of inves-
tigation is the only valid method of research. This is 
assumed throughout all his writings. He feels that the 
same tests which are applied to_other fields of investigation 
also should be applied to the study of the life of Jesus. 
Thus, one should attempt to examine the evidence as 
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objectively as possible and draw his conclusions in the 
light of that evidence. This would mean, in effect, that 
all forms of religion should receive the same consideration 
' 
regardless of the consequences. Thus, if the historical 
method is valid for the investigation of Buddha or 
Mohammed, it also should be used for the investigation of 
the life of Jesus. Cadbury realized the difficulty in being 
objective about basic convictions. He also knows that it 
is difficult to escape the trap of modernization when one 
attempts to interpret the records of Jesus. However, he 
feels that this is what one should strive for if he would 
come to know more accurately the historical Jesus. 
The scrupulous manner in which Cadbury has applied 
the historical method of research has led him to a number 
of conclusions that are at variance with some of the 
Christological claims made for Jesus. In fact, in some 
cases one could say that he has cut the ground from under 
some of the traditional, theological dogmas of Christianity, 
as will be seen later. Thus, he is a critical student of 
literature, and not an apologist for theological dogma. 
He feels that church dogmas have hindered the study of 
Jesus. 
Another presupposition which appears to be basic to 
Cadbury 1 s writings is his general reluctance to believe in 
the supernatural claims made for Jesus. Jesus was a 
Palestinian Jew living in the first century and meeting 
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life 1 s problems and difficulties within the realm of 
ordinary human experience. Cadbury regards Jesus strictly 
on the human level. Knowledge came to him through the 
normal processes of the human mind, not through special 
revelation. Since Christological speculation belongs to 
the realm of the metaphysical, and not to true history, 
these are set aside. Jesus' authority resided in the 
validity of the truth which he taught, not in some unique 
relationship which he had with God. 
2. Methodology 
Cadbury employs the historical method of investigation 
in the strictest meaning of the term. This has caused him 
to rely heavily upon the historical situation. A thorough 
investigation of the popular literary types and forms of 
that day has led him to draw a number of parallels between 
the writings of the early Christians and those of both the 
Jews and the pagans. He puts special emphasis upon the 
writings of both the prophets and the Jewish rabbis. 
Cadbury is a linguist and has studied at first hand many 
of the sources in their respective languages. The gospels, 
as well as many of the modern biographies of Jesus, have 
been analyzed with discrimination. 
Being a keen student of history, Cadbury feels that 
the first task of the interpreter of Jesus is to come to 
know as much as possible about the historical situation 
within which he lived. This knowledge must include more 
than just facts; it also must carry with it some insights 
into the psychology of the age. 
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CHAPTER III 
EXAMINATION OF THE SOURCES FOR THE HISTORICAL JESUS 
1. Results of Source Criticism 
Cadbury does not attempt to go into detail in 
evaluating the methods or the results of source criticism 
as an approach to the study of the gospels. What he has to 
say is merely an introduction to his views on form crit-
icism, which will be discussed later. The synoptic problem 
had concerned itself for nearly a century with written 
sources. A solution was sought to account for the likenesses 
and the differences in our first three gospels. A partial 
solution was to be found in the two document hypothesis. 
This hypothesis stated that Mark (or an earlier form of it) 
and another written source known as Q formed the basis for 
the material found in Matthew and Luke. However, this did 
not account for the special material found in both Matthew 
and Luke. Neither did source criticism solve the problem 
of possible Semitic originals. One must remember that 
Burnett Hillman Streeter's four document theory did not 
come out until 192~, a year or so after Cadbury did some 
of his first writing on the subject. 
Cadbury feels that heretofore source and literary 
criticism had operated too exclusively within the following 
13 
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imited concepts: nthe historical Jesus, the written sources 
t•hind the gospels, and the personalities and work of the 
1 vangelists.nl 
2. Formgeschichte 
In an article entitled nBetween Jesus and the 
Gospels,rr2 Cadbury introduced to English readers for the 
Jirst time the German school of gospel. criticism known as 
Jormgeschiehte. This article dealt with the three important, 
I 
t the time recent, publications of the German school.3 
Most of the research up to this time had been con-
primarily with written sources. Form criticism~ an 
nglish equivalent~) was a departure from this traditional 
It was more concerned with the oral traditions 
ich circulated in the early Christian communities before 
ey were committed to a written form. Thus, form criticism 
sought to find the Sitz im Leben (life situation) of the 
~rious, originally disconnected pericopes which were 
efbodied in our gospel records. This approach suggests that 
\. 
1 Henry Joel Cadbury, nRebuttal, A Submerged Motive in the 
Gospels," Reprint from Quantulacumque (1937), p. 100. 
2. Harvard Theological Review, 16(1923), 81-93. 
3. Martin Dibelius, Die Formgeschichte des Evangeliums 
(2nd ed.; Tubingen: J. c. B. Mohr, 1933). 
K. L. Schmidt, Der Rahmen der Geschichte Jesus (Berlin: 
Trowitsch and Sohn, 1919). 
R. Bultmann, Die Geschichte der Synoptischen Tradition 
(Gottingen: Vondenhoeck and Ruprecht, 1921). 
the traditions about Jesus' works and deeds went through 
many processes of change, coloration, amplification, 
selection, and elaboration before they came to be written 
down. Although there are shades of differences which will 
be noted below, these men agree that the material in its 
oral form was adapted to whatever the situation demanded 
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in the preaching of the early church. Before the life 
situation can be discovered in each of these stories or 
sayings, the form critic says that the material must be 
classified into several categories. Broadly speaking, there 
are four different kinds of material found in the gospel 
records. These are called paradigms or pronouncement stories; 
miracle stories; sayings of Jesus which are sub-divided into 
prophetic words, wisdom words, parables, etc; and finally, 
stories about Jesus which are called myths or legends. 
These would include the stories of the Baptism, Trans-
figuration, and the Resurrection. 
The difficult process of getting behind the written 
records to unscramble this mixture of tradition is no easy 
task. Many scholars today are not prepared to accept all 
the conclusions of this significant approach, although a 
great number recognize the valuable service it has rendered 
to New Testament study. Cadbury feels that form criticism 
has already rendered a distinct service in calling attention 
to this oral period of gospel tradition. In its emphasis 
upon the oral period of gospel formation, form criticism 
suggests the reason for the contradictory or contrasting 
viewpoints. Previously, scholars had found the answer in 
the editor and his sources. That is to say, as Cadbury 
points out, those factors which seem to be irreconcilable 
in the records are due either to two divergent accounts or 
to incomplete revision by the editor of uncongenial matter 
which lay before him. Thus, former criticism would find 
the answer primarily in the personal preference and 
selection of material which best suited the editor. This 
approach suggests that each of the units in our gospels is 
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a development from a smaller and simpler saying or incident 
which has taken on various colorings before it was committed 
to written form. In his defense of this approach Cadbury 
says: 
In this oral period the units have no common 
history and already take on divergent coloring. 
Even the single unit has been successively under 
the influence of several points of view, and 
what it has absorbed or rejected of each is 
already embodied in its final form before ever 
an editor has a chance to frame it.l 
Now for a closer look at this method. Form criticism 
helped to revive the subject of gospel origins when source 
criticism apparently had done all that it could. This 
information will be common knowledge to the modern student 
of New Testament criticism, but one must remember that back 
1. nRebuttal, A Submerged Motive in the Gospel," Reprint 
from Quantulacumgue (1937), p. 100. 
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in 1923 it was first being introduced to English readers. 
Form criticism came into existence about five years before 
Canon Streeter's new proposal for the solution of the 
synoptic problem. 
i. Dibelius 
The following is a summary of the works of these men 
as given by Cadbury: 
Professor Martin Dibelius of Heidelberg seeks to 
recover the history of the material through a 
classification of it based on its probable uses 
in the church. The gospels as we know them, are 
not due to the creative literary formulation of 
the writers, but to the collecting and editing 
of matter which had come down to them in several 
characteristic forms. Most of the terms which 
Dibelius uses for these forms are not easily 
translated into English, indeed some are not 
even German as Paradigmata, Novelle, Paranese, 
Mythus. He lays great stress on the sermon 
(Predigt) as determining the form of the gospel 
material, especially the continuous narrative of 
the passion. Other earlier narrative material 
existed in smaller units, principally of two 
kinds, the paradigma, or edifying anecdote, the 
point of which is the remark of Jesus which con-
eludes the story and gives it general application, 
and the novelle, or miracle story, which draws 
attention to Jesus as a wonder-worker. The words 
of Jesus were collected to provide definite 
Christian teaching - or paranese. This parenetic 
material is nthe gospeltt in its original sense, 
Dibelius thinks, and he illustrates it by Q, by 
some sections in Mark, and by similar material in 
the early Christian epistles. Finally by mythus, 
Dibelius means those deeds or words which are 
reported as from a divinity rather than from a 
teacher.l 
1. Harvard Theological Review, 16(1923), 82-83. 
Dibelius also sees the influence of foreign or non-
Christian literature upon the gospel tradition. In fact, 
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he admits to direct borrowing from these other sources, which 
in some cases modified the Christian examples. Cadbury con-
firms this by saying: 
Each of these literary types has some analogies 
in non-Christian literature, and the Christian 
examples were sometimes modified by borrowed 
motifs, but the material is, as a whole, much 
older than the collections into which the 
evangelists brought it--especially the paradigmata 
and the sayings of Jesus •••• The material is of 
very varying historical worth, and this is still 
the case when it is patched together into a con-
tinuous gospel like Mark. Its history is, however, 
a natural and spontaneous one, corresponding to the 
several and successive needs and customs of the 
Christian cultus.L 
This, in brief, is the summation of Dibelius• position 
as given by Cadbury. 
ii. Schmidt 
Next, Cadbury deals with the works of Karl Ludwig 
Schmidt. These scholars agree in general, but they have 
different emphases. They do not put the same historical 
value on either the chronology or some of the material of 
the gospel narrative. For instance, Schmidt discredits the 
historical sequence of events as found in Mark's gospel. 
Thus, Schmidt places his emphasis upon the connective links 
in the narrative of Mark. Cadbury relates: 
1. Ibid., p. 83. 
Professor K. L. Schmidt deals, not like Dibelius, 
with the nuclear matter of each section in the 
gospels, but with the connective tissue. He set 
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as his task the detailed analyses of the references 
to time and place throughout the three Synoptic 
gospels. Here is the field where later copyists 
of our manuscripts show greatest freedom in altering 
the text. Here, the secondary evangelists, Matthew 
and Luke, make most changes in Mark, and here 
Mark himself is most independent and arbitrary. 
The outline of events and the connective links are 
not so old or reliable as the scenes connected. 
Mark's material consisted of detached scenes, or 
at most brief complexes, of which the passion 
story is the longest and most certain. Mark 
strings them as beads, and the phrases with which 
he seems to bind them really indicates the limits 
of separate sections. Strictly speaking, no frame-
work, no outline, is present in Mark. Individual 
narratives are loosely arranged, one after the 
other, while they stand sometimes1with, sometimes without, notes of time and place. 
While Dibelius was interested in the classification 
of material to ascertain its original form and its original 
setting, Schmidt is concerned with the links which bind the 
narratives together. And, as such, he has little faith in 
the reliability of the outline. To verify this further, 
Cadbury elaborates more fully on Schmidt's views: 
• • • • the materials available to him [Mark] were 
not capable of Chronologic.al or geographical 
arrangement. • • • From the literary analysis it 
may be proven that Mark was written before Matthew 
and Luke, but this does not prove that his outline 
was superior to theirs. The changes of Matthew 
and Luke do not disturb a good chronology, the2 
merely create a new and equally arbitrary one. 
Thus, Cadbury concluded that, according to Schmidt, 
Mark r s outline is artificial and his chronology has very 
1. Ibid., p. 84. 
2. Ibid. 
little historical value--a fact which is easily recognized 
by anyone who has read the works of K. L. Schmidt. 
iii. Bul tmann 
20 
For those who have read the works of Rudolf Bultmann, 
the fact is evident that he is the most skeptical of the 
three mentioned. He, too, has a different emphasis. In 
the words of Cadbury: 
Professor Bultmann who was Schmidt's predecessor 
at Giessen • • • undertakes to deal more compre-
hensively with the whole history of the Synoptic 
tradition. His classification is somewhat 
clearer than that of Dibelius, distinguishing 
first between the sayings of Jesus and the 
narrative material, and further between the 
sub-divisions of each main group. But mere 
classification is not his aim. Under each 
heading, and indeed for each unit of the gospel 
material, he tries to discover the origin, the 
influences, and the editorial treatment. He 
then considers the principles at work in the 
collecting and arranging of the material, and 
describes the particular editorial method of 
each of the evangelists. Like Dibelius, he 
recognizes as a primitive form the narrative 
incident which has its point in a concluding 
remark of Jesus, though he calls it apothegma 
rather than paradigma. He, too, distinguishes 
the miracle story, though development of 
tradition tended to make these two classes 
approximate each other. Of special interest is 
his discussion of the relation in literary form 
and device of the gospel material to the Jewish 
didactic literature and to the gentile tales of 
miracles.l 
iv. Antecedents of Formgeschichte 
Before attempting to give Cadbury 1 s appraisal of 
Formgeschichte as a method of Biblical criticism, one should 
1. Ibid., p. 85. 
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look at some of its antecedents. Cadbury has little to say 
on this subject, though he is well aware of the history of 
New Testament criticism. Although this approach was dif-
ferent in its greater concentration and minute application, 
it was by no means new, according to c. C. McCown. He 
readily admits, however, that Formgeschichte took concrete 
form under the labors of Dibelius, Schmidt, Bultmann, and 
Martin Albertz. McCown says that the basic assumption of 
Formgeschichte is the one held by Friedrick E. D. Schleiermacher. 
He believed that the original strands out of which our gos-
pels were constructed were individual or isolated stories. 
These were combined with David Friedrick Strauss' belief 
that the stories were not the deliberate creation of indi-
viduals; they were the products of the community. Others 
made their contribution, as did Johann Gottfried Herder. 
His keen insights enabled him to see that the rrgospels were 
not the artistic, or artificial, products of conscious 
endeavor, but naive creations of the popular mind.ul 
Johannes K. L. Gieseler is cited as the forerunner of form 
history with his theory that the synoptics were the direct 
products of oral tradition. Strauss is called the father 
of Bultmann's conception of the problem. The Tubigen 
school placed emphasis upon the importance of the historical 
1. C. C. McCown, The Search for the Real Jesus (N.Y.: 
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1940), pp. 194-195. 
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development of Christian life and thought, and upon its 
effect on the gospel material. The French scholar, Alfred 
Leisy, found two distinct interests in the gospel material: 
cult and catechism. Thus, the gospels were not historical 
sources; they were books of religion. Leisy defends the 
historicity of Jesus, but he concludes that little can be 
known about him. Two other scholars are mentioned, both 
primarily Old Testament scholars. Julius Wellhausen pointed 
out that Mark had a limited amount of oral material which 
had already assumed a "blunt, popular character from its 
circulation in the mouths of the people,"l rather than a 
variety of sources. In similar fashion to some of the 
others, Wellhausen emphasized the importance of the oral 
tradition. Hermann Gunkel concluded that the sources were 
mostly legendary and mythical. They were the creations of 
the schools of story tellers, not the products of literary 
art. 2 
v. Cadbury's Appraisal of Formgeschichte 
Cadbury recognizes the tremendous amount of work 
scholars did, especially the "Kleinarbeit 11 masterpieces of 
both Bultmann and Schmidt. He,is in sympathy with some of 
the implications of this approach, but he has this to say: 
1. Ibid., p. 195. 
2. Ibid., p. 196. 
It is not likely that many readers • • • will 
follow this thorough method; perhaps it is not 
desirable that they should do so. They would 
not agree with all the positions advocated 
nor would they find all decisions on all minor 
questions convincing. But such fresh study 
embodied in our gospels has certain effects 
upon our attitude toward the understanding of 
the gospels which are generally sound and most 
significant.l 
By 1937, fourteen years after this first article 
appeared introducing Formgeschichte to English readers, 
Cadbury still felt that it was too early to give a fair 
appraisal to this school of criticism. He reminds us that 
up to this time its exponents were still more concerned 
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about defining it and illustrating it than in continuously 
using it in a single undertaking. For example, no commentary 
on the gospels had been published which claimed to be a 
thoroughgoing product of this school. He also recognizes, 
as did McCown, that some of the new techniques of this 
school, though using different terminology, had existed long 
before in intelligent New Testament criticism. It is pointed 
out that Benjamin Wisner Bacon's Beginnings of the Gospel 
Story, published in 1909, anticipated the "same concern for 
motivation in the material, the same recognition of 
aetiological and theological origins, that are part of the 
newer school. n2 Cadbury also questions whether or not the 
special emphasis on literary classification is really valid 
1. Quantulacumgue (1937), p. 99. 
2. Ibid. 
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as a key, either to the form or to the history of the gospel 
sections to which it is applied. He also questions the 
importance placed by these scholars on group influence on 
the oral tradition, since the material was transmitted from 
person to person rather informally and under casual circum-
stances, rather than through the more formal channels of 
catechetical instructions or definite worship. Cadbury 
adds with a little bit of satire, ttFormgeschichte is perhaps 
still in the stage of whetting and of admiring its tools, 
and therefore, to change the figure, 1 let not him that 
girdeth on his armor boast • tul . . 
Although he is still doubtful of some of the claims 
made by this approach, he feels that its by-products may be 
more significant than its products. For example, a positive 
influence has emerged out of this school in the matter of 
recognizing a significant oral growth and change previous 
to the written records. One is reminded again that the 
synoptic problem and the question of written sources had 
long held the center of historical study. With the coming 
of this new emphasis, there was not a cancellation of 
literary studies, but a shift of emphasis and a different 
approach. Thus, form criticism was not a substitute for the 
literary approach. Cadbury pointed out that it left the 
literary problem unchanged without returning to the purely 
oral theory of gospel origins. Just as the emergence of 
source criticism did not cancel out textual criticism--
rather it complemented it--likewise, the rise of form 
criticism still leaves the matter of literary criticism a 
valid exercise in facing the synoptic problem. Cadbury 
says, urn both instances a newer discipline has simply 
raised a prior question, without supplanting or abolishing 
the older discipline .Jrl 
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Another contribution form criticism has rendered, 
according to Cadbury, is that it "has helped clear our minds 
of any cherished hope of surviving chronology in Mark, or 
of skillful editorial perspective that distinguished 
problems of Jesus' period from those of the author's age. 11 2 
Cadbury is in agreement with Bultmann and Schmidt, who 
reject the order of Mark as a trustworthy chronology of 
events in the life of Jesus. He recognizes those con-
nective phrases--"and," "and again," 11 and immediately,n 
uand he went forth"--as nothing more than conventional, 
connecting links used to weld together the scattered inci-
dents and narratives. Thus, they are not a part of the 
original, nor do they represent the primitive sequence of 
events. He says that they are editorial "caesuras." Even 
the Passion story, which is recognized as the most clearly 
l. Ibid., p. 100. 
2. Ibid., p. 102. 
26 
knit o~ any o~ the narrative units, has not escaped these 
agglutinative processes. He ~urther points out that several 
o~ the incidents related in diary ~orm at the close o~ Mark 
must have existed earlier without this connection: ~or 
example, the anointing o~ Jesus (Luke 7), the cleansing o~ 
the temple (John 2), and the Last Supper (Cor. ll). It is 
also noted that so many o~ those who accept at ~ace value 
the testimony o~ Papais as to the authorship o~ Mark and 
the authority o~ Peter ~or the second gospel ~eel ~ree to 
neglect Papais 1 explicit statement that the things said and 
done are not recorded in order. Cadbury concludes by saying 
that i~ there be any scheme or development in the gospel 
it is Mark's and not a residue o~ primitive tradition.l 
It will be noted later that this conclusion is questioned, 
and rightly so, by other scholars. 
The sayings of Jesus are also considered to be as 
arbitrary as the order o~ incidents; ~or they, too, like the 
miracle stories or anecdotes, had become detached, complete, 
and independent in themselves. Only after a need arose ~or 
their collective use--whether in collections o~ sayings 
(Q), oral or written, or in association with narratives--
did they assume a fi~ed sequence, a sequence which was 
determined largely by the natural laws o~ association. 
Thus the whole series o~ pithy sayings of Jesus 
are collected by the evangelists o~ their 
1. Harvard Theological Review, 16(1923), 88. 
predecessors into long combinations, or an 
erratic boulder gets dropped into a convenient 
though arbitrary connection. • • • It is to be 
regretted that the original setting of so many 
of Jesusr words has been lost, and with it much 
that might have elucidated their meaning, but 
it would be foolish to bewail that loss over 
much or try to glaze it over by treating the 
present position of the logia in the gospels 
as it were a1guide to their original setting and meaning. 
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If the chronology of events cannot be relied upon 
because the narratives originallY were complete and inde-
pendent units, then the question immediately is raised 
regarding their reliability as to time and place. Cadbury 
recognizes this and replies that rarely does a story require 
any particular setting beyond that which the events suggest--
that is to say, naturally a fisherman will be by the sea, 
a tax collector will be at the seat of customs, and so on. 
On the matter of proper names of places, he further asks 
if these are to be regarded as unnecessary details whose 
very "unnecessariness assures us of their accuracy or are 
they embellishments due to the later stages of tradition?n2 
He answers this by saying that there were tendencies which 
would justify either answer to this question. 
In recognizing the various conflicting currents at 
work in the gospel tradition, Cadbury brings up an inter-
esting suggestion to the effect that the later tendency of 
1. Ibid. 
2. Ibid., p. 89. 
the church was to divide the gospels into independent 
pericopes :for church use. This process was just the 
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reverse o:f that which was used by the editors in collecting 
:floating traditions. Thus, it would seem that the custom o:f 
church lections led to the isolation o:f complete sections 
with its own appropriate introduction. 
Cadbury does not accept the extreme skepticism of 
some o:f the :form critics, though he thinks that one cannot 
reconstruct an accurate chronology o:f events in the li:fe o:f 
Jesus :from the gospels. The discrepancies in the gospels 
are not to be explained in any theory o:f written sources, 
either. These very discrepancies in the records are the 
results o:f the inherited traits o:f a varied ancestry. They 
are to be likened unto a patchwork quilt, a coat o:f many 
colors. There:fore, they are not to be regarded as the 
conscious manipulations o:f the evangelists to suit his own 
particular point o:f view. Neither should the inconsistencies 
in places discredit the accuracy o:f the account as a whole. 
These very contradictions in a single gospel like that o:f 
Matthew prove that, at least in this stage, there has been 
no perversion due to a redactor 1 s thoroughgoing consistency, 
according to Cadbury. Thus, he says, 
••• he [the writer] is capable o:f combining 
sayings o:f legalistic tendency with the 
strongest antilegal polemic, o:f both empha-
sizing and ignoring primitive apocalyptic. 
He is :found presenting in juxtaposition what 
is legendary and what is trustworthy. In view 
o:f the complex nature o:f tradition there is 
nothing remarkable in his tracing the Davidic 
descent or Joseph and his immediately insisting 
that Joseph was not Jesus' father. Nor should 
the resurrection narratives with their alter-
nation between physical and non-material traits 
surprise us. All these things show how faith-
fully have been preserved the successive and 
divergent phases of gospel tradition.l 
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Cadbury feels that the recognition of the variety 
in the gospel tradition is a convenient escape from the 
radical skepticism of Bultmann as well as a more accurate 
explanation for the origin of Christianity. It also serves 
as a sufficient answer to the tendency to trace the story 
of Jesus to single outside sources. 
A recognition of the various strands and the complex 
nature of the gospel tradition permits Cadbury to accept 
the presence of mythic influences without accepting the 
mythic origin of the whole. The same is said about the 
influence or the Old Testament. 
We can see its occasional effect without having 
recourse to this panacea as the cure of all 
dirficulties. We can even acknowledge that in 
some cases popular legends or Egyptian or 
Oriental origin may have contaminated the 
stream or tradition as it flowed through the 
syncretistic atmosphere of the Hellenistic 
world, but we need not plunge ourselves into 
monomaniac Panbabylonianism. Even to the 
Christian factors in the tradition, in 
distinction from the primitive mind of 
Jesus and the embellished facts or his 
career, we may allow a large and even pre-
dominate influence in our gospels. We are 
not thereby forced to conclude that2the church invented the nucleus itself. 
1. Ibid., p. 90. 
2. Ibid., p. 91. 
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vi. Conclusion 
Although Cadbury did not accept all the implications 
of form criticism in the study of the historical Jesus, he 
did feel that, for the most part, the effect it had upon 
Biblical research was sound and most significant. For one 
thing, form criticism was a fresh approach and it called 
attention to the most significant, though much neglected, 
area of gospel formation--the oral period before the 
traditions had been committed to written forms. It also 
stressed the dependence of the tradition upon the community 
which handed it down. Form critics introduced an extreme 
skepticism regarding the primitiveness of the gospel records. 
Some of the critics went so far as to assert that the 
community produced most of the tradition. Most, however, 
led by Dibelius, believed that the community preserved the 
tradition but, of course, emphasized, interpreted, and 
adapted it to the particular problems and needs Which arose 
in the early Christian community. 
In spite of the changes which must have taken place 
in the history of the tradition, Cadbury feels that the 
evangelists should not be suspected of deliberate fiction. 
If their material lacked a primitive point of view it was 
because the material was no longer primitive when it came to 
them. Neither does he feel that deliberate falsification 
was a motive in the preceding stages. Thus, we have no 
reason to doubt that Jesus was born, and that he lived, 
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and died. Although we are able neither to work out a proper 
or accurate sequence of events from the outline in Mark nor 
to recapture the original setting of many of the stories 
and incidents of Jesus as portrayed in the gospels, we need 
not fail to recognize the general probability that we do 
have such a prehistoric story of the gospel tradition. 
This is Cadbury's reply to the historical skepticism intro-
duced by the most extreme advocates of Formgeschichte. 
Since Cadbury introduced form criticism to English 
readers in 1923, others have followed suit.l The cautious 
prediction he made then that the by-products of this 
approach might become more significant than the products 
seems to have been confirmed by the passing of time. 
We indicated earlier that some scholars question 
the conclusions reached by those who attempt to destroy the 
chronological outline in Mark. It was also indicated that 
Cadbury accepts the skepticism of Bultmann and Schmidt at 
this point.2 If this be so, then the criticism which W. T. 
Manson levels at Schmidt might apply equally to Cadbury. 
He says: 
••• it really asks us to believe that the 
earliest Gospel was produced by putting 
1. Vincent Taylor, The Formation of the Gospel Tradition 
(London: Macmillan, 1933). 
E. B. Redlich, Form Criticism, Its Value and Limitations 
(London: Duckworth, 1939). 
F. C. Grant, Form Criticism (Chicago: Willet, 1934). 
2. Supra, p./3 
together a random assortment of disconnected 
anecdotes. Those dealing with the Passion 
clearly had to come at the end of the narrative, 
but the rest just had to be fitted together 
by the evangelist to the best of his ability. 
This is difficult to believe as a literary 
history. The Gospel itself is clear evidence 
that by the time it was written (I should say 
between A.D. 58 and 65), there were people who 
wanted something more than disconnected 
anecdotes. They wanted the story of the Ministry 
as a whole, and Mark is the first to meet that 
demand. But if an outline of the Ministry had 
then to be created out of nothing for this 
purpose, it can only be that for the thirty 
years between the end of the Ministry and the 
composition of Mark, Christians in general were 
not interested in the story1of the Ministry and allowed it to be forgotten. 
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Manson continues by posing the natural question as to 
why the people of the first generation were not interested 
while those of the second were. He also pointed out that 
it seems rather strange that the details could be remembered 
while the general outline was forgotten. Using his own 
experience as an example of this, Manson says: 
When I recall those periods in my own life which 
seem to be specially important, I find that I 
have two things: a clear picture of the main 
course of events in their proper order; and, 
along with that, a vivid recollection of a 
number of outstanding experiences which fit into 
the general picture at various points, give it 
focus and definition, and make it my appre-
hension of a set of events which was also 
apprehended by many others besides myself.2 
1. The Background of the New Testament and its Eschatology, 
Studies in Honor of C. H. Dodd, ed. by W. D. Davies and 
D. Daube (Cambridge, England: University Press, 1956), 
p. 212. 
2. Ibid., p. 213. 
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It is Manson's conclusion that 
if there was a succession of events which can 
be called the rrMinistry of Jesus,tt the general 
outline of its progress would have a better 
chance of being remembered than the details •••• 1 
This general outline would be the common knowledge of a 
number of persons, which would help to establish its 
general accuracy. 
Is there any validity in Manson's argument? It 
appears to be a sound observation and a good counteraction 
to the extreme skeptics of the Markan framework. This 
brings us to another important development in the exam-
ination of the sources for the historical Jesus. 
3. Motive Criticism 
The preceding discussion indicated that one of the 
valid by-products of form criticism was the interest it pro-
moted in the period of the oral history of the gospel 
material. Another by-product which was mentioned, though 
not developed in detail, was the matter of motive behind the 
preservation of specific materials now found in our gospels. 
Cadbury questions whether or not in formal channels of 
catechetical instructions the church had as much influence 
on the oral tradition as was supposed by the form critics. 
However, he does feel that for the writer of each gospel 
there were definite purposes and motives. The selection and 
1. Ibid. 
recording of the materials were influenced by mixed, sub-
merged, and even contradictory motives.l 
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Cad bury coins the term trmotive criticism. n By this 
approach he seeks to determine the inherent motive in each 
gospel pericope. He makes the rather general, though not 
unverifiable, assumption that the gospel materials were 
preserved because they served a purpose. He feels that one 
does not have to inquire whether or not the item is 
historical, or whether it belongs to one literary form or 
another; the point is that it did serve a definite purpose 
at first. Most of the time that purpose will be fairly 
obvious, but when it is not he says that 
it would be a mistake to suppose it was just a 
disinterested bit of factual record. The 
element of interest or motive is too pervasive. 
It may accord perfectly with fact but the 
selection or survival of the item has been 
determined consciously or unconsciously by 
its serviceableness.2 
Motive criticism is concerned about discovering what 
that particular service was each item rendered to the 
church. Cadbury feels this search should precede other 
stages of investigation, for to him the recognition of 
motive is more important than the classification of form. 
He proposes this sequence of study: "motive criticism, 
1. H. J'. Cadbury, rtMixed Motives in the Gospels,u American 
Philosophical Society, 95(1951), 118. 
2. Ibid., p. 117. 
form criticism, source criticism, and only after these, 
historical critic ism. nl [Tinder lining mine.] 
The mixture of motives in the records is accounted 
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for by the fact that separate accounts or independent units 
were combined into one account. Cadbury points out that 
because these units were originally separate and independent 
of each other, and because each served a definite purpose 
in its own right, it was only natural that when they were 
combined by the later evangelists into a final account there 
sometimes arose a mixture or confusion of motives. One must 
keep in mind that this formative period is the oral period 
in the gospel tradition. Cadbury, at this point, is in 
agreement with the form critics in placing great stress 
upon this period. As previously indicated, his emphasis is 
upon discovering the motive behind the incidents rather than 
classifying them according to form. 
Another fact which accounts for mixed motives in the 
records is cited by Cadbury as the matter of selection by 
the gospel writer. Thus, the matter of personal interest and 
taste entered into the record of each writer, thereby causing 
the accounts to differ. ·This seems to be self-evident when 
one carefully studies the records. 
1. Ibid., p. 118. 
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i. Submerged Motives in the Gospels 
Before dealing more thoroughly with mixed motives in 
the gospel records, it seems best to give some attention to 
what Cadbury calls nsubmerged motivesu in the records.l 
By this term he means precisely what the term implies--
earlier motifs in the tradition are at times completely 
submerged in our present gospel records. The Old Testament 
stories are cited as representing this same type of process. 
For example, the stories relating to the tower of Babel, the 
sons of God and the daughters of men, or the encounter of 
God (an angel) with Jacob or Moses probably represent some 
older folk tale at whose original meaning one can only guess. 
The story of the sacrifice of Isaac originally may have 
dealt not with faith and obedience, but with the transition 
from human sacrifice to animal sacrifice. Likewise, according 
to Cadbury, the baptism of Jesus may have arisen from motives 
other than those which appear on the surface. It is his 
belief that at some stage in the tradition before Christ 
became merely a surname, uchristian doubt or unbeliever 1 s 
criticism required literal evidence that Jesus the Anointed 
was literally anointed, as under other circumstances Jesus 
the son of God must be proved the literal son of God.n2 
Other incidents are cited as evidence of submerged motives 
1. Quantulacumgue (1937), pp. 99-108. 
2. Ibid., p. 103. 
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not clearly evident on the surface. For example, he says 
that this same motive lies behind the account where a woman 
is the anointer (Luke 7:36-50), though it does not appear 
on the surface. Also, John the Baptist meets the expectation 
of the "Elias redivivus. 11 In the matter of the descent of 
the Spirit, there is to be recognized the deeper motive of 
conferring upon Jesus divine sanction and approval, as well 
as divine identification. This is not easily detected, 
however, for other interests have submerged the primitive 
motive. He says, 11 As the story stands the actual facts of 
John's historic rite, the custom of early Christian water 
baptism, the desire to cite the divine identification of 
Jesus, quite obscure any literal 'messianic' value of the 
baptism story.n1 
Cadbury says that for one evangelist to include more 
than one version of an incident is not strange. The two 
accounts of the feeding of the multitude are cited as an 
obvious doublet. He says that these variants are not 
mutually exclusive; but, even if they were, they could 
have been circulated side by side and copied into a single 
source without too much thought given to consistency. The 
most striking example of inconsistency is the tradition of 
the virgin birth. Cadbury says, 
1. Ibid. 
the most striking example is the fact that two 
evangelists quite independently make the same 
combination of a virgin birth which excludes the 
paternity of Joseph, and a family tree that 
requires his paternity. Here the literalizing 
of two Messiah concepts, "son of David" and 
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11 son of God," has run in each case its inde-
pendent course to meet an embarrassing encounter.l 
Cadbury pointed out that Matthew did not feel this 
embarrassment for, at best, he only makes a lame attempt 
in 1:16 to bring about a ttreconciliation of descent from 
David through Joseph who unmistakably and emphatically did 
not beget Jesus. 112 In Luke's gospel where the virginity of 
Mary is not stressed, Cadbury writes thus: "already a sub-
merged motif of which slight debris appear in 1:34, hints 
at a reader's embarrassment by beginning the genealogy, 
1being, as was supposed, the son of Joseph.tn3 
This leads Cadbury to mention a special type of sub-
merged motif and one in which he feels the richness of the 
tradition is revealed. This has to do with controversial 
aspects behind the stories, and especially the conflict 
between Pharisaic legalism and Christian freedom. From the 
evident conflict in the synoptics between Jesus and the 
legalism of the Pharisees, Cadbury concludes that this does 
not of necessity represent a contemporary interest on the 
part of the evangelist in defending Christian freedom 
1. Ibid., pp. 103-104. 
2. Ibid., p. 104. 
3. Ibid. 
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against Pharisaic legalism or Judaizers within the Church. 
It more correctly may represent a "note of opposition [ whicb') 
belongs historically to a slightly earlier period than to 
the evangelist's own era or even to the actual lifetime of 
Jesus.n1 To support this view, Cadbury notes that we have 
in the Cross good evidence of a fatal disagreement between 
Jesus and the contemporary leaders of Judaism; however, 11we 
know little, and that little only from Paul, of Christian 
controversy with Jews in the period when our gospel material 
was circulating and being recorded. 112 From the "almost 
exclusively Christological nature of the Jewish-Christian 
debates in John and in Justin Martyr,n3 Cadbury feels that 
this shows a later, rather than a contemporary, interest in 
this field. 
Another example of submerged motif is cited in the 
case of Matthew's story of Joseph. The Jewish charge of 
illegit,imacy has been obscured somewhat, partly because of 
modesty and of natural submergence, without completely 
rtobliterating the early suggestion of the unchastity of Mary 
and the illegitimacy of Jesus.n4 Cadbury says further that 
this was an inevitable reaction to the first, or any later, 
1. Ibid. 
2. Ibid. 
3. Ibid. 
4. Ibid. 
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elaboration of the virginity motif. The Christian had the 
last word and was sure that all hostile doubts must have been 
met. Thus, Joseph is prevented from putting away his wife 
by the intervention of a dream messenger. Matthew's story 
is said to represent the stage of Christian rebuttal which 
appears to be original or contemporary with him, but one 
which also implies earlier stages of attack and defense of 
the birth narratives. 
It is pointed out that this same kind of situation is 
to be found in the genealogy of Matthew, though Cadbury 
admits that it is impossible to say in general what the 
history has been. He questions the exact numerical arrange-
ment and the pedigree of the four women. 
The balanced numerical arrangement shows 
artificiality and is compatible with the 
editorial interest of the evangelist himself, 
but it may be earlier. The same uncertainty 
applies to the present inclusion in the 
pedigree of the names of four women. 
These names were not included by mere chance. Neither are 
they especially honored names. But, according to Cadbury, 
these women--Tamar, Rahab, Ruth, and Bathsheba--represent 
"four instances of irregular not to say illegitimate 
ancestry which might easily be cast into the teeth of their 
descendants.n2 Yet these irregularities are glazed over 
1. Ibid., p. 105. 
2. Ibid. 
41 
because the Jews did honor the royal line which came from 
them. Thus, regardless of whatever scandalous interpretation 
is put on the birth of Jesus, these are parallels which by 
analogy help to lessen the stigma. It is further noted that 
Matthew.fails to make any defense or explanation as to why 
they are included, or why no other women are mentioned--a 
fact which the casual readers hardly note. Cadbury says 
that in the case of Ruth, the casual reader has such a 
beautiful picture of her that he "forgets how in other 
Jewish circles her foreign marriage would brand her children 
as bastards almost as much as would adultery.u1 Why were 
these four women included and what is the submerged motive 
behind this inclusion? Can one, on a casual reading of the 
sources, uncover those hidden motives which represent an 
earlier controversy that is hardly discoverable? Cadbury 
answers these queries in these words: 
Somewhere in the earlier transmission of the 
family tree it seemed worth while to defend the 
immediate ancestry of Jesus by the parallels of 
prior history. • . • These four names and the 
dream of Joseph both deal with the slur on 
Jesus, but they deal with it somewhat differently. 
In neither case is it really mentioned but in 
both it is implied.2 
Another submerged motive, though nearer the surface, 
according to Cadbury, is cited in the case of Matthew's 
story of the baptism. Jesus comes to be baptized by John, 
1. Ibid., p. 106. 
2. ~-
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but John objects and says that he himself needs to be 
baptized by Jesus. But Jesus replies, "Suffer it to be so 
now: for thus it becometh us to fulfill all righteousnessn 
Matthew 3:15. Cadbury suggests that whatever the original 
interest in the actual baptism of Jesus by John might have 
been, another motive has run against it. That is, the 
greater should baptize the lesser, the sinless the sinful, 
and not the reverse. But the fact that Jesus was baptized 
by John did present a problem to the loyal Christian. It is 
pointed out that Matthew, or his predecessors, faced the 
difficulty in the explanation wherein Jesus said, nsuffer 
it to be so now: for thus it becometh us to fulfill all 
righteousness." In another primitive saying one reads, nit 
behooved Jesus to be made in all things like unto his 
brethren." Yet, to the sensitive Christian admirer there 
may have been little comfort in these words. However, this 
was the defense made, according to Cadbury. He suggests 
further that this dialogue may merely represent the 
dramatization of an inner doubt and reassurance. Thus: 
"What! Jesus baptized by John with water? 
Yes, it was part of the humility of his career 
and of his example of voluntary conformity.n 
In any case we have fhe sequence - statement, 
objection, rebuttal. 
Regarding the stories of the resurrection, Cadbury 
feels he can demonstrate in dialogue form what took place 
1. Ibid. 
at the tomb. He uses Matthew's version to point out the 
interplay of ideas in the mind of the early followers. 
Jesus was the Messiah. 
No, he cannot have been because he was hanged. 
Yes, but though he died he rose from the dead. 
That is incredible and we do not believe it. 
The eyewitnesses with difficulty believed it, 
they were persuaded in spite of doubt. 
Doubtless they saw a vision while Jesus himself 
remained in his grave. 
But he did not remain in his grave, it was found 
empty. 
If it was empty some one entered the tomb and 
removed the body. 
No, the first visitors were women and they could 
not have removed the stone. 
How then was the stone removed? 
It must have been by miracle as the stone was 
too great. 
But perhaps it was not the same grave, but a 
vacant one. 
No, they found the grave clothes actually left 
there neatly in the grave and were told by 
angels that Jesus had risen.l 
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Out of this kind of sequence, Cadbury enumerates the 
probable stages which took place in the development of this 
rebuttal or defense. 
To guarantee the reality of Jesus' resurrection 
let me remind you that the grave was sealed 
and guarded. 
But why would it be sealed and guarded? 
Because the chief priest and Pharisees feared 
we would tell just such a story. 
How then could Jesus have risen, without the 
guard's knowing it? 
They all did know it, but were bribed to keep 
silent about it.2 
Cadbury points out further that this both represents the 
debate between the believers and the scorners and indicates 
1. Ibid., pp. 106-107. 
2. Ibid., p. 107. 
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the believer's own difficulty in accepting the story. Thus, 
he would say that the debate may have taken place first in 
the believer's mind as he tries to fortify his own position 
by arguing with himself as to what must have happened. The 
above may not be the precise sequence, but it does represent 
the essential elements of the development in this particular 
strand of the tradition, according to Cadbury. For once the 
11fictitious theme of the guarded tomb had been given ••• 
each side tried to pass the lie, and of course in our gospels 
the last word is with the Christian apologist.ul 
At other places, Cadbury has been careful to stress 
that the gospel writers did not consciously falsify the 
records. One cannot help asking about the consistency of 
this point of view in relation to the last quotation in the 
preceding paragraph. It would appear that the strong 
apologetical or polemical interests may have distorted the 
facts of the tradition. 
Other illustrations are cited as representing an 
earlier period of gospel development in which there still 
remains some undertones of debate and controversy. This is 
especially true in the Gospel of Matthew, says Cadbury, 
although less obvious traces also can be seen in Mark and 
Luke. To uncover these stages of development in John is 
more difficult. 
1. Ibid. 
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ii. Mixed Motives in the Gospels 
The purpose of this section is to try to discover, 
as far as is possible, those motives which Cadbury feels 
were combined and which led to a mixture of motives. By 
this he means that there were motives which ran counter to 
each other and at times almost cancelled each other out or, 
to say the least, led to a confusion of motives. This 
proposition also serves as a deterent to those attempts 
which try to defend a single motive as characteristic of 
a single gospel. 
Therefore, according to this approach, there are 
not only traces of submerged motives in the gospels, as has 
been previously pointed out, but there are remains of mixed 
motives. What has been said already about various strands 
of tradition from which the writers of the gospels had. to 
draw should be kept in mind. This, in part, explains the 
differences and contradictions. The evangelist was selective 
at times, for some bits of tradition served better his 
purpose than other bits. The other narrator may have chosen 
some incident because of his particular interest even though 
it was different or even contradictory to the other narrator. 
The differences and contradictions, according to Cadbury, 
are to be explained by the variety of motivations behind 
the many independent units of gospel tradition. Rarely did 
the editorial process interfere. It was the combination of 
separate units by the later evangelists which led to a 
mixture or confusion of motives. This is Cadbury's 
assumption. The following pages will indicate how he 
seeks to prove this. 
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Cadbury explains that the memorabilia of Jesus were 
sometimes valued for what they told about his power and 
wisdom, and sometimes for the direction to which they pointed 
men. Therefore, from one angle, the miracles were evidence 
of Jesus' power; from another, they taught the need of faith 
in the patient or, in the case of cures at a distance, faith 
on the part of the patient's kinsman or spokesman. Many 
times these two aspects could be included in the same story 
without any conflict. Thus, great faith in the patient is 
rewarded by a great miracle. But it is pointed out that 
when Mark (6:5) implies that Jesus could not do any mighty 
works in his homeland because of the unbelief of the people, 
then, apparently the people's faith is a stronger motive than 
the motive of Jesus' power for this particular pericope.l 
Thus, here the one motive supercedes the other. 
A mixture of motives is also to be seen in the 
tradition behind the apocalyptic teaching in the gospels. 
To be sure, there is an overall framework of eschatology 
which believes in a "future program of earthly experience 
and supernatural denouement.n2 But Cadbury notes that there 
1. Cadbury, ttMixed Motives in the Gospels, 11 American 
Philosophical Society, 95(1951), 118. 
2. ~., p. 119. 
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is within this framework a variety of emphases. One strong 
emphasis is one which stresses the necessity for being pre-
pared for the coming kingdom because the time is short. 
No one knows the time, hence, that is the more reason for 
being prepared. One cannot postpone this moral obligation 
lest he be caught as the servant whose absent master came 
back early and found him misbehaving. Thus, one must be 
prepared, while at the same time he must be warned against 
false alarms and false predictions. The early preacher who 
dared to postulate a definite time for the parousia might 
encourage a temptation to an interim indifference, as 
happened in the case of the Thessalonicans. Therefore, he 
must avoid encouraging this, and at the same time warn 
against those who would make various predictions which would 
create false alarms and confuse the whole picture. Cadbury 
says that rtpremature expectations were as dangerous as 
the false security based on dilatory indifference.n1 
Cadbury also sees a very effective lever behind the 
apocalyptic motive. 
1. Ibid. 
2. Ibid. 
Once granted among the early Christians a 
common apocalyptic expectation and a desire 
to exploit it for the maximum moral leverage 
it could exert, the material in our gospels 
when further analyzed discloses an extra-
ordinary variety of application and moti-
vation within this general framework.2 
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To illustrate better this mixture of motives in the 
tradition, Cadbury calls attention to the tradition common 
to all the evangelists who have a very high regard for 
Jesus. Yet within this pattern there are various forms of 
idealization among the narrators which seemingly run counter 
to each other. Jesus is now the exalted son of David in 
direct line of decent, though portrayed as born without any 
human father. He is pictured as having every right to the 
place of exaltation by his deeds, words, his knowledge and 
prescience, his skill in defense against his opponents, and 
his model for human behavior. But he is also accused of 
being a friend of publicans and sinners, of casting out 
devils by the power of Beelzebul, a gluttonous man, and a 
wine bibber. One can see readily, as Cadbury points out, 
that these passages do not exhalt or add anything to the 
stature of Jesus. The reason is that a different motive has 
gained precedence, and it takes over. 
Here the tradition is primarily interested in 
the wickedness or perverseness of those who 
rejected Jesus. That too was a congenial 
motive as it is passed on down into the written 
gospels and to those who continued to use them.l 
It is further pointed out that the death of Jesus 
did not exalt him; it did quite the contrary. Jesus' death 
was a scandal and a stumbling block. It did, however, 
furnish a good example of faithful surrender which the 
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disciples themselves might be called upon to bear in the 
future. It also lent itself to the belief that Old Testament 
predictions were fulfilled. Here again one sees the inter-
play of motives behind the traditions. First one then 
another motive gained the ascendancy for that particular 
bit of tradition. 
As previously indicated, Cadbury attributes the 
differences in motives, the mixture, and sometimes the con-
fusion of motives to the separate gospel units, and not to 
I 
any editorial amendations. These differences were present 
when they came into the hands of the gospel writers. He 
says, "The evangelist usually found them [the gospel units] 
congenial and accepted them. He readily overlooked their 
variety and even superficial or subtle contrasts did not 
bother him. He felt little responsibility to reduce them to 
a strict unitary tendency. First or last, each item served 
some useful purpose.nl 
If it be established that editorial control played a 
very minor part in the gospel tradition, then the final 
editor apparently let much of the older material remain. 
If this were true, then one could believe that the gospels 
have more historical value than they would have otherwise. 
But, Cadbury is not willing to admit this. The most that he 
can say is this: 
1. Ibid. 
A thoroughgoing conformity to some single motive 
of his own would not have improved the historical 
value of his gospel, though it might have left us 
with a more easily reconciled collection of data 
about Jesus. At this point the Fourth Evangelist 
seems to me to have gone rather further than the 
three towards consistency •••• 1 
Cadbury 1 s basic conclusion on this matter of mixed 
motives is to be found in these words: 
••• only with the greatest reserve can we speak 
of a prevailing feature of any gospel. To do so 
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we would run the risk of assigning to the evangelist 
what was really due to his material, and of 
building into some theory of conscious purpose 
quite diverse elements belonging to the separate 
units rather than to each otber.2 · 
This supposition is further supported by another 
statement: 
If he [the final editor] had any purpose of his 
own it is either parallel to that of his material 
or not distinctive enough to be conspicuous 
amid the medley of motifs and motives in his 
material.3 
The above fairly well established Cadburyrs approach 
on dealing with any supposed single motive in any of the 
gospels. For instance, he views with a great deal of 
suspicion the theory of a ttmessianic secret" in the gospel 
of Mark. He admits that there is some reason for postulating 
an editorial position because of certain evidence. For 
1. Ibid. 
2. Ibid. 
3. Ibid. 
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example, Jesus commanded silence a~ter his cures; he insisted 
on silence about the Trans~iguration incident and the 
Caesarea-Philippi experience. Any speci~ic a~~irmation of 
Messiahship by Jesus himsel~ was absent; and he sternly 
rebuked the demons who asserted it. Parables were used 
which intended to hide, rather than make known, the secret 
o~ the Kingdom o~ God.l 
Cadbury points out that ~or so short a gospel this 
seems to be a strong case ~or an editorial position. How-
ever, two exceptions are given to this pattern. In Mark 5:19 
Jesus commands the healed demoniac to go home and tell his 
~riends what the Lord had done; and in Mark 14:62, in response 
to the question put by the high priest as to his Messiahship, 
Jesus answered, tti am. n Yet, quite apart ~rom these two 
exceptions and the material marshalled ~or a single motive, 
Cadbury sees not one motive, but several quite di~~erent 
motives. Thus, the secret hidden by the parables is not to 
be equated with the identity o~ Jesus as Messiah. Neither 
does Jesus' explanation o~ the parable o~ the seed and sower, 
his conversation with his disciples in private about unclean 
~ood (7:17-23), about divorce (10:10-12), and about the 
~uture (13:1-37) constitute a single type o~ esoteric 
material. 2 
1. Ibid., pp. 119-120. 
2. Ibid., p. 120. 
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Cadbury suggests other reasons for Jesus' avoidance 
of publicity. 
It could be due either to his successful cure 
of the sick or to the utterances of the possessed. 
The former led to inconvenient crowding, a feature 
mentioned elsewhere in Mark. The latter may well 
have seemed more useful to the evangelists than to 
Jesus. If these items are still to be classed 
under one rubric, that had better be in the plural 
secrets or in the more general term of secrecy.l 
iii. Cadbury's Criticism of Schmiedel's Theory 
of Consistent Motivation 
The preceding discussion was an attempt to establish 
Cadbury's premise that our gospels were made up of various 
strands of tradition and, as such, were not controlled by a 
single motive. As has already been indicated, Cadbury is 
attempting to refute the postulation that there is a single 
consistent motivation behind each of the synoptics. As an 
example of those who hold to a consistent motive he cites 
Schmiedel2 and seeks to establish the opposite. This section 
will consider briefly Cadbury's criticism of Schmiedel's 
theory and will endeavor to pinpoint the controversy a little 
better. 
In Cadbury's words this is the core of Schmiedel's 
theory: 
1. Ibid. 
2. Encyclopedia Biblica, Art. "Gospels," p. 139, London, 
A. & c. Black, 1901, cited by Cadbury, "Mixed Motives in 
the Gospels, n Reprint from American Philosophical Society 
(Lancaster, Pennsylvania: Lancaster Press, 1951), Vol. 95, 
No. 2, p. 120. 
His argument is that since there was the 
uni~orm temptation o~ the evangelists to exalt 
the goodness and knowledge and power of Jesus, 
any passage in our gospels that seem to run 
counter to that tendency is itsel~ free from 
tendency and hence of peculiar historical 
value.l 
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But Cadbury points out that the exaltation o~ Jesus 
was not the only interest of the gospel writers. They also 
were interested in portraying the wickedness and the 
hostilities of those who rejected Jesus. In Matthew and 
Luke the criticism o~ both Jesus and John ~or being 
"gluttons and drunkards and ~riends o~ tax collectors and 
sinners" is certainly made without the approval of the 
authors. However, the incident served their immediate 
purpose o~ indicating how will~ully the Jews rejected God's 
agent. Cadbury says that there is little reason to suspect 
the writers were more ~aith~ul to historical fact when they 
were prompted by this type of motive than by any other. 
Their selection and formulation was subject to pragmative 
considerations as at other times. 2 
To re~ute this theory of ttconsistent motivationn 
Cadbury takes six passages, three of which were included in 
Schmiedel's npillar passages." He lists them under the 
rubric nNot I, but God. 11 In these passages Jesus appears 
1. "Mixed Motives_in the Gospels," American Philosophical 
Society, 95(1951), 118. 
2. Ibid. 
54 
to dissociate himself from God, as the following three will 
illustrate. (1) Jesus replied to the young man: uWhy do 
you call me good? No one is good but God alone" (Mark 
10:8). (2) Concerning the parousia Jesus said, nof that 
day or that hour no one knows, not even the angels in 
heaven, nor the Son, but only the Father" (Mark 13:32). 
(3) The third passage read thus: nWhosoever says a word 
against the Son of man will be forgiven, but whoever speaks 
against the Holy Spirit will not be forgiven, either in this 
age or in the age to come" (Matthew 12:32).1 
The above passages were cited by Sehmiedel and others 
to indicate two things: (1) they represented a primitive 
stage in the gospel tradition and were indeed the foundation 
upon which one could reconstruct a "truly scientific 11 life 
of Jesus; (2) they represented a consistent motive, namely, 
the humility of Jesus. Thus, it was thought that since 
these and other like passages did not exalt Jesus they were 
of particular historical value, for the opposite should have 
been true of the hero worshippers of the Christian movement. 
Since these passages appear not in the narrative 
tradition but in the saying tradition of Mark and Q, Cadbury 
feels they do imply an early date, but he cannot accept the 
proposition that they represent a consistent motive. For 
instance, in Jesus' reply to the young man the motive may 
1. Ibid., p. 121~ 
well have been to counteract a tendency to overemphasize 
Jesus' qualities. In Jesus' reference to the parousia, 
Cadbury feels the motive may be more a corrective against 
the perennial habit toward human prediction which resulted 
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in careless disregard for preparedness, rather than another 
proof, as Schmiedel indicates, of the so-called consistent 
motive of de-emphasizing the omniscience of Jesus. In the 
Gethsemane scene (Mark 14:36), Cadbury suggests a different 
motive which represents Jesus as a model to his followers 
in the early persecutions and martyrdom--a pattern for their 
own way of facing trial and death. Thus, he feels the "Not 
I, but God" motif cannot be considered as a central con-
trolling factor in the synoptics. The mixture of motives 
is more conspicuous than the unity. Passages such as the 
above prove neither a central motive, nor a separate strand 
in the tradition; they merely show a welter of independent 
units, each told for its own sake or motive, which offers 
more than one way for selecting and marshalling the material. 
The essence of Cadbury's conclusion would seem to be 
in these words: 
The so-called Pillar Passages wil~ I think all 
be found to indicate not the absence of moti-
vation but variation of motivation from the 
assumed unitary scheme. But who will say that 
the motives they represent keep them more faith-
ful to history or incapable of invention, as has 
been claimed for them?~ 
1. Ibid., p. 120. 
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His investigation has not led him to a new editorial 
theory6 as these words indicate: 
In collecting this group o£ sayings I have no 
thought o£ substituting a new editorial theory, 
£or an old one. As with the older theories, 
the suggested moti£ is not a mark o£ conscious 
purpose o£ the evangelist! carried through with 
even partial consistency. 
iv. Conclusion 
This section has tried to indicate what Cadbury means 
by the term'~otive criticis~1 and how it applies in uncovering 
some o£ the submerged motives in the gospel records which 
are not easily noticed by the super£icial reader. Its main 
contention is that our gospels have traces of the remains 
o£ what, at one time, were controversial issues. Although 
these issues may be partly submerged by other interests o£ 
the narrator or £inal editor, nevertheless, they may be 
uncovered by care£ul investigation. These submerged layers 
o£ tradition are not to be restricted to the relatively 
short period ~llowed £or the oral transmission o£ the gospel 
material, but their origin is to be seen also in the 
spontaneous reaction o£ the resource£u1 Christian conscience 
to the attacks o£ the disbeliever and scorners. Cadbury 
says that these 
submerged layers of uncertain order and 
chronology • • • action and reaction • • • 
are not to be judged by the relatively £ew 
1. Ibid., p. 124. 
years that we postulate £or oral transmission, 
but by the £ertility o£ a living faith.that 
meets many successive problems with variety and 
versatility. Many o£ the older stages are still 
patent, writ large in the present fiber of our 
gospels. The writers themselves share definitely 
and visibly the apologetic and polemic of their 
own immediate day and circumstances. But the 
last phase is not the only one. Behind it we 
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may believe there were other motives now in part 
submerged and the multiple waves of recurrent 
attack and de£ense, argument and rebuttal, elaims1 and counter claims, doubt and the reply of faith. 
This section has also tried to indicate Cadbury's 
position on the diverse, and sometimes contradictory, motives 
in the gospel tradition. It was pointed out that he attri-
butes this to different strands of tradition which served 
different purposes, and not to any editorial position of 
the final editor. Thus, these differences and mixtures of 
motives were present in the older bits of material which 
came into his hands. The final editor is not to be held 
responsible. 
One may agree that many of the differences are to 
be attributed to the separate gospel units which came down 
to the evangelists. He may recognize the fact that in the 
gosp~making period various factors shaped the materials 
which helped to meet the needs of the Christian community. 
The ~itz im Leben determined whether one strand of tradition 
or another took the ascendancy, even causing one to run 
counter to the other at times. But to say that the final 
1. Ibid., p. 108. 
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editor was merely the recorder of the tradition without 
putting his individual stamp on it, or reflecting his own 
religious point of view, is to rob these early writers of 
most, if not all, of their creative ability. Would these 
writers have recorded as disinterested parties the events 
which were so vital to the survival of the Christian's faith? 
Is there no editorial position to be found in the synoptics? 
The very fact that these gospels did fill a need would seem 
to presuppose on the part of the writer a guiding motive or 
purpose. Do not the various emphases reflected in the 
synoptics, such as the apologetic motive in Luke-Acts, the 
fulfillment and the ecclesiastic interest in Matthew, and 
the suffering and the death of Jesus in Mark suggest a 
dominant interest on the part of each writer? If the dif-
ferences were to be accounted for on this basis alone, could 
this not indicate an editorial position? 
In considering mixed. motives in the gospel records, 
Cadbury say~ that it is not necessary to inquire whether 
the particular item is historical, or even to which particular 
literary form it belongs. The point he stresses is that the 
item served some definite need and it was preserved for that 
reason. This may be true regarding the service which these 
items rendered to the early Christian community. However, 
it seems that if one is going to learn more about the 
nistorical Jesus, he must inquire whether a particular story 
or incident is the creation of the writer or of the primitive 
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church. Cadbury rejects as untrue both of these propositions. 
The writer did not create a story or tell a parable in order 
to gain some desired effect. 
The very fact that a canon was finally decided upon 
is evidence that there came to be a conscious effort on the 
part of the church to discriminate between the historical 
and the unhistorical facts about Jesus. To say that an item 
served a definite purpose for the writer or the Christian 
community,irrespective of its historicity, is one thing; 
but to say that it coincides with actual facts is quite 
another. The fact that an item served a definite purpose 
may suggest something of its historical worth. However, 
Cadbury seems to be more concerned about the value of an 
incident to the primitive church than about its worth in 
ascertaining facts about the historical Jesus. 
4. The Language of the Sources 
i. Semitic Originals 
The question of the Aramaic origin of the gospels 
is one which was of more concern in the early part of this 
century than it ~.:toc~at.l~.P~U:t -:t.~~. Professor 
C. C. Torrey, the noted Aramaic scholar, was the leading 
exponent of the theory of Aramaic originals though there 
were others who followed him.l 
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In 19202 Cadbury, not content to accept the con-
clusions of these scholars, raised the question again. His 
purpose was not to give a final answer, but to restate the 
problem and to point out some of the objections to such a 
conclusion. He felt that there should be a more careful 
examination of the evidence. This he endeavored to do by 
giving attention to some of the literary and linguistic 
aspects of the subject. 
Was Luke the translator or the author? Cadbury 1 s 
discussion is placed within the framework of this question. 
He raises some serious questions about Torrey's conclusion 
that Luke was merely a translator of the Aramaic into Greek. 
He points out that Torrey bases his arguments on the phenom-
ena of language, of which there are three classes. There 
are those "occasional phrases and constructions which sound 
1. F. J. Foakes-Jackson, "Professor C. c. Torrey on Acts," 
Harvard Theological Review, 9(1917), 352 ff; Benjamin W. 
Bacon, "More Philological Criticism of Acts, n .American 
Journal of Theology, 23(1918), 1 ff; William J. Wilson, 
nsome Observations on the Aramaic Acts," Harvard 
Theological Review, 11(1918), 74 ff, cited by Henry J. 
Cad bury, "Luke--Translator or Author?, 11 The .American 
Journal of Theology, 24, No. 3(July, 1920), 436. 
2. "Luke--Translator or Author?,n The American Journal 
of Theology, 24, No. 3(July, 1920). 
61 
Semitic rather than Greek .. nl Second, there is the matter of 
mistranslations. 
"Some word, phrase, or sentence sounds very 
improbable in the context where it stands; 
we reduce the Greek to its equivalent in 
Aramaic or Hebrew, and seem to discover that 
the translator had misunderstood his original.n2 
Third, there is "the continual presence, in texts of con-
siderable extent, of a Semi tic idiom underlying the Greek. n3 
Cadbury points out that Torrey admits the unreli-
ability of the first two criteria; especially is this true 
of mistranslation. urn nine cases out of ten," he says, 
11renewed study of the mistranslations which we have dis-
covered shows us either that there was no translation at 
all, or else that it was quite correct. 114 Yet, it is further 
pointed out that Torrey uses this class of evidence when he 
gives examples of Semitic influence. 
The Biblical material used to evaluate Torrey's argu-
ment is to be found in three parts of Luke's work: "the 
Nativity stories in Luke 1:5-2:52, the rest of the Gospel, 
and the first half of Acts.n5 
1. "The Translations Made from the Original Aramaic Gospels,n 
Studies in the History of Religions Presented to Crawford 
Toy, (1912), pp. 282 ff, quoted by Cadbury in The American 
Journal of Theology, 24, No. 3(July, 1920), 437. 
2. Cadbury, The American Journal of TheologY, 24, No. 3 
(July, 1920), 437. 
3. Ibid., p. 438. 
4. Ibid. 
5. Ibid. 
Cadbury points out that it long has been recognized 
that there is an abundance of Semitic idioms in this first 
section of Luke's gospel. The contrast between the preface 
ending with verse ~ and the following section ending with 
2:52 is cited as evidence of Semitic influence. Cadbury 
admits that there is a striking contrast here. 
In the preface is displayed Luke's own unaffected 
idiomatic and cultured Greek, but with the next 
verse there begins a narrative that is marked 
by the constant reiteration of Semitic touches, 
which continue throughout the two chapters 
including the poetic passages.l 
However, he raises several objections to those who use this 
contrast as evidence for Semitic originals. 
The stylistic contrast between the preface of 
Luke and the following narrative is indeed great, 
but the difference may be due to a different 
cause than Semitic origin of the latter.2 
This cause is traced to the not uncommon prefaces used by 
the Greeks. 
1. Ibid. 
Ancient prefaces, as Hellenistic scholars 
have recognized, were special literary tasks, 
often composed quite independently of the 
body of the book to which they are attached. 
They had fixed subjects and stereotyped forms 
and were often composed with great attention 
to rhetorical style and diction. They there-
fore display not infrequently a marked contrast 
in language from the body of the book. Thus 
technical scientific treatises were adorned 
with elegant prooemia.j 
m 
2. Ibid., pp. ~38-~39. 
3. Ibid., p. ~39. 
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Cadbury feels there is much evidence to support this 
view, though little attention has been given to it.l He 
cites two such examples. nrn Vitruvis, for example, the 
contrast between prefaces and the rest of the work is 
striking.n2 The other example is: 
Plybius, who was no rhetor but a writer 
notoriously indifferent to matters of style 
felt bound out of respect for the taste of his 
contemporaries to employ in his preface some 
rhetorical method.3 
Cadbury suggests that Luke is following this ancient Greek 
custom, as is evidenced by his use not only of the con-
ventional themes, but of his use of rhetoric. This first 
objection is concluded by saying: 
It is probable therefore, that the contrast 
which the style of Luke's first four verses 
offers to that of the following narrative is 
due in part at least to the greater elegance 
which custom required of the preface of an 
ancient writing and is not wholly attributable 
to the influence of a style alien to the 
author's own range of expression, or to a 
writingl.in a foreign tongue that he is trans-
lating.'T 
1. Cadbury quotes Norden's Antike Kunstprosa, p. lt-32, "Dass 
nun ein Proomium anders stillisiert als eine Abhandlung 
selbst, zumal eine technische, is ja nicht nur nicht 
auffallig, sondern nach eine durchgangig befolgten Prinzip 
des Altertums selbstverstandlich," American Journal of 
Theology, 2lt-, No. 3(July, 1920), lt-39. 
Journal of Theology, 21t-, No. 3(July, 1920), 2. American 
439. 
3. Ibid. 
lt-. Ibid. 
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A second objection which Cadbury poses £or any 
Semitic originals is the in£luence o£ the Greek Old Testament. 
Torrey contends that the use o£ the Septuagint in £ormal 
quotations does not disprove the use o£ a Semitic source. 
To this Cadbury concedes, £or tta translator would be quite 
likely in such cases to adopt the £amiliar rendering o£ the 
Greek without trying to translate the Scripture a£resh £rom 
the Semitic £orm be£ore him.ul However, says Cadbury, the 
same con£ormity is not expected in the case where there are 
mere phrases which are strongly reminiscent o£ the Greek 
Old Testament. Cited as examples are the birth stories o£ 
Isaac, Jacob, Samson, and Samuel. He £eels that there is 
a very close connection between the Song o£ Hannah and the 
canticles o£ the £irst chapter o£ Luke. It is his opinion 
that in addition to the songs both the narrative and the 
dialogue o£ Luke also were composed in Greek, £or the Greek 
£orm is re£lected in the wording as well as in the thought 
and the arrangement.2 
In these two chapters there are many words which are 
characteristic o£ Luke. This is cited as another objection 
to Semitic sources. Torrey readily acknowledges these 
characteristics while at the same time contending that Luke 
translated literally and £aithfully the Hebrew Gospel o£ the 
1. Ibid., p. 440. 
2. Ibid. 
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Nativity. Cadbury asks the question, 11Can a translator 
combine faithfulness to his original with such evident 
freedom in the use of his own style?nl This is hardly the 
case, for the "method of a Greek editor is the method of 
paraphrase--a free reproduction of the thought of his 
sources and his own style.n2 Cadbury points out further 
that Torrey seems to think that a writer's own style is more 
evident in translating than in editing a Greek source. As 
far as these two chapters reflect Luke's own character-
istics, they are as easily explained on the Greek or oral 
sources as they are on the literal translation of a Semitic 
original, in the opinion of Cadbury. 
Torreyts theory becomes quite complicated when one 
admits Old Testament influence, as is readily seen from the 
following quotation from Cadbury. 
1. Ibid. 
2. Ibid. 
For the influence affects both the thought 
and the Greek wording and would require that 
both the original author and the translator 
were subject to the same influence, the former 
composing the stories with the motifs of the 
Old Testament parallels affecting his repre-
sentation, the latter translating them into 
a language that should at one and the same 
time accomplish three results--should render 
the Hebrew literally, ••• , should agree 
verbally with the Greek Old Testament stories 
of nativities, and should exhibit to a greater 
extent than in many other parts of his work the 
peculiarities and characteristics of his own 
style and diction.3 
3. Ibid., p. 441. 
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After having raised these objections Cadbury concedes 
the problem to be one of the psychological probabilities of 
authorship and reminds us that any conclusion is bound to be 
somewhat tentative and subjective. He does feel, however, 
that one is justified in questioning Torrey's assumption 
that the 
same phenomena could have been produced by an 
author whose knowledge of the Greek Bible was 
responsible not only for the definite echoes to 
it of which we have spoken but also for the 
idioms which seem to Professor Torrey to require 
a Hebrew original.l 
Then Cadbury adds, nsurely if a man can recall the wording 
of the Greek Bible he can also recall its style.rr2 
In regard to the rest of the gospel of Luke, Cadbury 
says that it is difficult to evaluate properly Torrey's 
argument because he is not consistent. He claims that the 
whole of the third gospel was composed originally in Aramaic, 
and Luke was merely the translator. However, in an earlier 
work Torrey asserted that Luke was composed in Greek and 
used nthe Greek sources of Mark and Q, but he added • • • 
the Greek Matthew, and . . • Aramaic originals of Mark and 
Q, and the translation of other Semitic sources.n3 
Cadbury says that Torrey's hypothesis seems to be 
based upon two assumptions: the presence of Aramaic idioms 
1. American Journal of Theology, 24, No. 3(July, 1920), 440. 
2. Ibid. 
3. Ibid., pp. 441-442. 
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in the Greek gospel and the assumption that the Aramaic 
gospels were already in existence. There~ore, these gospels 
were earlier than the Greek and were sought out by Luke and 
used in pre~erence to other available material; in that 
case, the ~ree editorial method o~ the Greek historians 
would be ignored.1 Cadbury does not take Luke's pre~ace 
seriously enough to believe that he would have used the 
variety and the extent o~ sources which Torrey has sug-
gested. As pointed out earlier, the pre~ace was standard 
~orm with ~ ormal treatises in the Greek world. nits themes 
were already stereotyped, like the claims o~ authentic 
sources and o~ diligent study which Luke makes in his 
pre~ace.u 2 
Cadbury doubts that Luke would have used many sources 
at one time. 
Luke's treatment o~ Mark and Q indicates not 
the concurrent use o~ many sources but the 
exclusive use o~ one or at the most two sources 
at a time. Under any circumstances, but 
especially with ancient books, the combined 
use o~ many sourceQ, especially o~ a parallel 
one, is di~~icult.j 
To account ~or the relationship existing between Luke and 
the other synoptists, Cadbury states that a much more 
reasonable explanation is that o~ the editing o~ the two 
earlier Q-reek documents. 
1. Ibid., p. 442. 
2. Ibid. 
3. Ibid. 
Of Luke•s use of Mark Cadbury say~: 
Luke's changes from Mark are not the changes 
of more literal translation but of paraphrase. 
Where he is parallel with Mark he often removes 
or corrects Semitic idioms, where his is sus-
pected of being independent of Mark or any 
other known source his own Semiticisms creep in, 
and where in passages parallel to Mark his 
seems to be more Semitic in wording than his 
Greek predecessor there is nearly always con-
current evidence that h~ is writing independ-
ently in his own style. 
Cadbury indicates that Torrey has not given any list 
of examples in this part of Luke as he has in the two other 
sections, but in those passages in Luke which are parallel 
to Mark "he will find it difficult to prove that the 
Semitic idioms are derived from either the Greek Mark ar 
its Semi tic original. t,2 
Cadbury•s concluding remarks on this section of Luke 
ends with a word of caution. 
And for the present we shall do well to regard 
these passages as based on Greek sources and 
revised not in the interests of greater fidelity 
to a Semitic original but in accordance with 
Luke 1 s own tastes in style.3 
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According to Cadbury, Torrey attempts to supply much 
more linguistic evidence for an Aramaic original in the first 
chapter of Acts than he has done elsewhere. But here it is 
admitted that the evidence is cumulative. Cadbury is a 
1. Ibid., p. l¥1-3. 
2. 112M· 
3. Ibid. 
little dubious of the ncumulative argument" and hesitant 
to accept it without some reservations. 
In the criticism of Luke's writings there has 
been such an unfortunate series of abuses of the 
linguistic argument that one naturally pauses 
before accepting a new application of it. We 
have heard one word "cumulative" before. Krenkel 
endeavored by hundreds of linguistic links to 
establish Luke's dependence on Josephus. It was 
by the use of cumulative evidence, which on 
inspection proved worthless, that Hobart 
claimed Luke's acquaintance with the medical 
writings and led affer him many of the best 
scholars of Europe. 
Cadbury states that the evidence must be 
"qualitative as well as quantitative, comparative as well 
as cumulative.n2 He feels that it is rather unfortunate 
that Torrey has excluded by his own hypothesis many par-
allels, "for if the Semiticisms are abundant in any book 
the work is not a Greek composition, consequently the 
aprocryphal [sic] books of the Old Testament and much of 
the New Testament are excluded from use as parallels.n3 
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Does it necessarily follow that Semitic influences are 
accounted for only on the basis of a translation? Cadbury 
answers this question by another. 11Was it not possible for 
an early Christian or a Hellenistic Jew to write a narrative 
as Semitic as that of Luke without being a translator? 114 
1. Ibid., pp. 445-446. 
2. Ibid., p. 446. 
3. Ibid. 
4. Ibid. 
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He also feels that it is particularly unfortunate that 
Torrey by his own hypothesis 
excluded from consideration the unusual 
similarity of phrase and idiom running 
throughout Luke's writings. This partic-
ularly is abundant where no suspicion of 
Semitic influence exists and is plainly due 
to the Greek style of the author •••• 
Thus the notable likeness of idiom which 
connects Luke, chapters 1 and 2, with I Acts 
is not due to the recurrence of the same 
Semitic idiom in Luke's sources (in this 
case in two different Semitic languagesl 
but to the common method of the author. 
One of the major contentions of Cadbury is that 
Luke's style and idioms are reflected throughout his entire 
work. For instance, the example is cited in the position 
o~O. nveup.a:roc;; ay(ou Acts 1:2, "an awkward position,u 
which is, accor.ding to Torrey, the results of translation; 
yet it occurs again with equal awkwardness in Acts 4:25. 2 
A similar order is also to be seen in Luke 1:70 in the 
expression o~a a~6p.a~oc;; ~wv ay{rov ~n' npo~n~ffiv, 
also in Acts 3:21.3 Other examples are cited similar to 
this which leads Cadbury to say: 
1. Ibid., 
2. Ibid., 
3. ~· 
4. ~., 
Some of the strangest of Torrey's examples 
repeat themselves too exactly and too exclusively 
in Luke's writings to avoid the suspicion ~f 
being due to the Greek writer's own idiom. 
p. 448. 
p. 449. 
p. 452. 
After having raised these several objections to 
Torrey's argument, Cadbury does not deny the presence of 
Semitic idioms in Luke's writings. He does reject the 
proposition that they are direct results of Semitic trans-
lations, however. He attributes the Semitic idioms to the 
extensive influence of the Septuagint and even, possibly, 
to the conscious imitation of style on the part of the 
author--a practice not uncommon among the Greek writers 
of Luke's day.l 
As stated in the beginning of this section, Cadbury 
was more interested in restating the problem for closer 
examination of the evidence afresh than in attempting to 
give a final answer to the problem of Semitic translation 
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of the gospels. His treatment was confined almost entirely 
to the writings of Luke. His examination took the form of 
raising questions which were based upon an examination of 
the linguistic evidence advanced by Torrey. Cadbury readily 
admits that Luke's preface shows a striking contrast to the 
rest of his works, but suggests the answer is to be found in 
the prevailing form of prefaces used by the Greek writers 
of the day, rather than in Semitic originals. He also 
attributes the Semitic influence of the Septuagint to other 
supposed Semitic translations in Luke 1 s work. He feels 
Torrey has not taken seriously enough Luke's own idiomatic 
1. Ibid. 
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characteristics and style, especially as it is seen through-
out his work. What Torrey calls "awkward translationtt 
Cadbury calls individual characteristics o~ the writer. 
Cadbury insists that Torrey has tried so hard to build a 
sound case ~or the Semitic originals that he has overlooked 
some o~ the obvious and natural explanations npre~erring 
the more ~ar-~etched explanations which his Aramaic learning 
has supplied.nl 
ii. Koine Greek 
The previous section dealt with the question o~ 
Semitic originals for the gospels. It will be remembered 
that Cadbury challenged Torrey's assumptions and concluded 
that the pre~ace as well as the rest o~ the gospel o~ Luke 
was written in the common Greek o~ the day and was not a 
translation from the Aramaic. The purpose o~ this section 
is to take a little closer look at the characteristics and 
the style o~ the language employed by the author o~ Luke-
Acts. 
There was a time when scholars regarded the language 
of the New Testament as a special kind of language designed 
speci~ically for the inspired Word of God. As such, the 
language was thought to be unique and without any parallels. 
Some of this conviction resulted from religious 
1. Ibid. , p. 450. 
presuppositions which demanded that God's revelation be 
transmitted through an "inspired language.n Some o:f it 
arose :from the :fact that the Greek o:f the New Testament 
was di:f:ferent from the classical as well as the modern 
Greek. Although there were other :factors involved, these 
presuppositions contributed to the neglect o:f critical 
study o:f the New Testament. If a language were considered 
to be sacred, then there would be naturally some reluctance 
in approaching it in a scienti:fic way. 
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The time came when the language of the New Testament 
was not thought of as a sacred language, but rather as being 
the common language of the Greek world during the days of 
Jesus and Paul. Thus, it was not a distinct vehicle of 
communication used exclusively for the composition of the 
Scriptures. It was the language of commerce and trade 
throughout the Mediterranean. world. This Greek was the 
speech used in the market places. It was the language of 
common men, as well as o:f rulers. The term Koine, which 
means common, was applied to it. The term Hellenistic also 
was applied to .it to distinguish it from the classical 
Greek of the earlier period. Professor Adolf Deissmann was 
one of the early pioneers in this field who, after careful 
study of the then newly discovered papyri, concluded that 
the Greek of the New Testament was not a strange or peculiar 
language. 
In considering the style and characteristics of the 
author of Luke-Acts, Cadbury says that it is not enough to 
say that the writing is in Greek because this differed in 
the various stages of development. Thus he feels the real 
problem is to locate Luke's language in this long and 
varied development. He says: 
Luke's Greek is neither classical Greek nor 
modern Greek. It is Hellenistic Greek, some-
times called Koine,--the Greek that was employed 
in the first century when Luke wrote. It 
differed from the classical Greek in many ways 
that are obvious to the classical scholar and 
annoying to the purist, but natural to the 
development of language and unconsidered by 
any of Luke's contemporaries except the pedant.l 
Where is Luke's Greek to be located in this develop-
ment? Cadbury admits that an exact location within the 
variations of different localities would be next to impos-
sible, for Luke's language does not have any criteria of 
locality. However, Cadbury feels that by cultural test 
we can come to know more about his style and vocabulary. 
Thus, when he is compared with others of his day his 
language and style can be evaluated. 
~t is the caliber of Luke's Greek? How does it 
compare with others of his day? Cadbury says: 
From extremes of style Luke may certainly be 
excluded. He is not of the lowest cultural 
grade on the one hand, nor on the other does 
he belong with the Atticists of the time, who 
1. Henry Joel Cadbury, The Making of Luke-Acts (New York: 
The Macmillan Company, 1927), p. 114. 
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by rigid rules and conscious imitation 
attempted to write a style comparable to that 
o~ the classical masters o~ Greek prose. 
Between these two extremes there were many 
grades o~ culture and many other linguistic 
groupings •••• Certainly Luke ~alls neither 
on one side nor on the other. Even when he is 
~ree ~rom Semiticism he shows a~finities with 
both popular and literary Greek. 
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How does one account ~or the so-called unique or 
distinctive words to be ~ound in Luke 1 s vocabulary? Cadbury 
says that most, i~ not all, o~ these can be accounted ~or 
on the basis o~ our ignorance o~ these words in the speech 
o~ that day. That is, one has a tendency to say that a 
word used by Luke, but not ~ound anywhere else in the New 
Testament, necessarily must be unique to Luke. Speaking o~ 
our greater knowledge o~ the vernacular o~ that day which 
the literary papyri have given us, he says: 
With this new knowledge o~ vernacular Greek 
and a renewed study o~ the more formal language 
o~ the time the style o~ Luke comes into clear 
perspective, and the meaning and connotations 
o~ his words can be more accurately estimated. 
Many words that ~ormerly were not known to be 
used be~ore Luke and were hence supposed to be 
coined by him may now be put to the account o~ 
the current idiom, and many more words and 
meanings which he shared with other Jewish and 
Christian writers must likewise be removed ~rom 
the category o~ 11Biblicaltt or Sacred Greek,u 
while the words employed only in his writings 
among the New Testament books are o~ten ~ound so 
generally in Greek literature as to lose the 
distinctive value o~ten assigned to them as 
characteristic o~ Luke.2 
1. Ibid., pp. 114-115. 
2. Ibid., p. 117. 
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This unfamiliarity with the common vocabulary o£ the Greek 
o£ the first century has led to many unfounded conclusions, 
according to Cadbury. The matter o£ the alleged medical 
language o£ Luke is one case in point. This will be dealt 
with in some detail in the next section. Cadbury says that 
the in£erence also has been made that there is some pro£es-
sional relationship between Luke's writings and the works 
o£ Josephus simply because of similarities. He points out, 
however, that even a casual reading' in other literature would 
reveal that the agreement of words is not distinctive, but 
rather commonplace.l Hence, Cadbury attributes both the 
supposed unique words of Luke and the alleged professional 
association to Luke's widespread use of the Greek idiom. He 
gives a number of such idioms to bear out this point. Only 
a few will be listed to illustrate his point. 
He cites the word, o~ET(a of Acts 24:27 and 28:30, 
which means, in translation, 11 biennium.u This word was 
known only in one other source, and that was in Philo. It 
is pointed out that now with the numerous inscriptions and 
papryi it can be proved that the word was a common word used 
for a two-year term ttwhether in jail or as a tenant farmer.n2 
Another word, htT(ru~a of Acts 15:7, meaning 
"accusation, rr was not known from any other source until it 
1. Ibid., p. 118. 
2. Ibid. 
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was discovered in an "illiterate papyrus o:f the year 95-96 
A D b Ut d d k d i ul •• a o an accuse on ey r ver ••• Because the word 
was rare a later ttscribe ••• , had in Acts changed it to a 
commoner word o:f a similar spelling, fu -r(m}la. n2 
Another word thought to be unusual, although it is 
:found in Josephus and the Septuagint, is the term "olive 
grove, n coming :from the Greek Uaicoy;· o:f Acts 1:12 and 
other places. This was not :found in any secular Greek 
literature until it was discovered in the papyri. Hereto-
fore, it was thought to be a special Jewish-Greek word. 
In the papyri, however, we have abundant 
evidence that it was not a Jewish-Greek word. 
There were olive groves innumerable in Egypt, 
and it was used also as a proper name there, 
as tta vine-covered property called Olive-Grove. 
lf3 . . . 
By careful analysis Gadbury includes other words which 
verify his thesis that Lukets Greek was not unusual or 
unique. This leads him to say: 
Many phrases of Luke regarded as peculiar or 
due to special causes occur so regularly in 
the writers o:f his day as to indicate rather 
how thorough his knowledge o:f Greek idiom was.4 
Gadbury :feels that Luke was perfectly at home with the 
idiomatic Greek o:f his day. It simply meant that he was 
1. Ibid. 
2. Ibid., p. 119. 
3. Ibid. 
4. Ibid., p. 120. 
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well read for his time. His use of words which might appear 
special to us, without doubt, suggests that we have not had, 
heretofore, a wide enough knowledge of the common subject 
matter of his day. When Luke is compared with other New 
Testament writers, Cadbury says that he stands high "from 
the cultural viewpoint excelling not only the other evange-
lists, but even Paul, who wrote in a vigorous and natural 
Greek free from the errors of ignorance.nl Cadbury states 
further that Luke has much in common with Paul with respect 
to vocabulary, while in style he is nearest to Second 
Maccabees and Hebrews in the Greek Bible.2 
Cadbury denies that Josephus had any special influence 
on Luke, as Krenkel so laboriously tried to establish; or 
that any technical, medical terminology is to be seen in his 
vocabulary. Luke had no conscious Atticism, but Cadbury does 
maintain that the Greek Old Testament affected both his 
vocabulary and his style. Whether this imitation is conscious 
or unconscious, Cadbury says that we may not be able to 
ascertain; nevertheless, it is present in Luke's writings. 
But it is further pointed out that Luke lived in a period 
when imitation of style was not uncommon. Archaism had pre-
viously aff~.cted Jewish literature, as is seen in some of the 
apocryphal books. The Wisdom of Solomon and First Maccabees 
1. The Making of Luke-Acts, p. 115. 
2. Ibid. 
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are cited as examples, whether originally written in Hebrew 
or not. Cadbury says, "indeed all late use o.f Hebrew was an 
arti.ficial return to an obsolescent language comparable to 
the tour de .force involved in Greek Atticism. ul 
Cadbury indicates that the Greek mind was particularly 
sensitive to the variations in style. Young writers o.ften 
imitated noted authors or works be.fore them, a practice which 
some never outgrew. This being the case, Cadbury .feels that 
nit is not there.fore improbable that some o.f the more obvious 
Semiticisms o.f the speeches o.f Acts are Biblical imitations. 112 
Cadbury points out another characteristic o.f Luke, 
though not at all unique with Greek writers. This is in the 
matter o.f avoiding .foreign words. "Greek standards strictly 
banned .foreign and even Latin words as barbarisms.n3 Several 
re.ferences and examples are given to veri.fy this. Among 
these are .found the names o.f Strabo, the geographer; his 
successor, Pomponius Mela, who apologizes .for the barbarian 
names he is .forced to use in his pre.face; Pliny in his Natural 
History; and 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
Josephus in the .first o.f his twenty books o.f 
Antiquities o.f the Jews explains that the proper 
names have been Hellenized .for the sake o.f the 
beauty o.f the writing, w~th a view to the 
pleasure o.f the readers. 
Ibid., p. 123. 
Ibid. 
Ibid. 
Ibid., p. 124. 
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Following the style of the Greek writers, Luke omits 
the Hebrew word hosanna, apparently because of the difficulty 
in rendering a good translation. It is pointed out that 
Jerome noticed this. Other omissions are cited. 
Besides hosanna the other Hebrew or Aramaic 
exclamations in Mark are omitted in LukeTs 
Gospel, and many proper names like Golgotha 
and Gethsemane and Bartimaeus fall away. 
When they are retained Luke often apologizes 
for them by adding 11 so called," ttas its name 
is." Probably it is literary apology quite 
as much as archeological explanation to his 
readers which leads him to speak of "a city 
called Bethsaida," 11Capernaum, a city of 
Q-alilee,u na publican by name Levi,n ttArimathea, 
a city of the Jews," 11a man by name Joseph,u 
"two men who were Moses and Elias, 11 "the feast 
of the unleaven bread called the pascha,n 
instead of the mere names found in the 
parallels of Mark.l 
Thus_,- one may see from the above discussion that any 
so-called unique features of Luke become commonplace when a 
greater knowledge of contemporary literature is gained. Luke 
is to be placed within his own time and place. He was a 
writer with a good command of the Greek idiom; he followed 
a style common to the Greek writers of his day. The con-
tention that he placed his own individual touches to his 
writings is not to be denied; yet he writes within the 
framework of his own contemporaries. This is Cadburyts 
conclusion. 
1. ~., p. 125. 
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iii. Supposed Medical Language of Luke 
(1) Previous Research on this Subject 
Until about the close of the nineteenth century, 
traditional discussions were concerned with the question of 
whether or not nLuke the Physician" mentioned in Col. 4:14 
was the same Luke to whom tradition attributed the book of 
Acts and the Gospel of Luke.l Apparently, no one had tried 
before to prove that Luke was a physician by seeking first 
to establish that his vocabulary had an unusual number of 
medical terms. In the year 1882, W .. K. Hobart published a 
book, entitled The Medical Language of Luke,2 endeavoring 
to prove that the Church and tradition were correct in 
attributing both of these works to "Luke, Beloved Physician" 
and companion of Paul. The publishers must have felt that 
the author had accomplished his purpose, for the title 
page had a very bold assumption: uA proof from internal 
evidence that the Gospel according to St. Luke and the Acts 
of the Apostles were written by the same person, and that 
the writer was a medical man.t113 
This momentous work made a great impression on many 
New Testament scholars of that day and came to be accepted 
1. Cadbury, Style and Literary Method of Luke (Cambridge: 
Harvard University Press, 1920), editorial note 1 by 
George F. Moore, p. 51. 
2. (Dublin: University Press). 
3. Ibid., title page. 
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by not a few of them. Among the German scholars, Zahn and 
Harnack became the leading exponents of this theory. In 
1907, Harnack published a book in which ~e sought to add 
further proof to Hobart•s theory. He says, "I subscribe to 
the words of Zahn, • • • 1Hobart has proved for everyone 
• that the author of the Lukan work was a • • • Greek 
physician.tnl These men felt that as a Greek physician Luke 
would naturally be skilled in the scientific terminology of 
his profession and would utilize it in his writings. Harnack 
cited many other terms which he felt we.re overlooked by 
Hobart, thus attempting to pile up more evidence for this 
seemingly foolproof theory. 
With Harnack and Zahn defending this theory, and with 
the added reinforcement by many of the British scholars such 
as Moffatt, Ramsey and Plummer, it became deeply entrenched 
in minds of scholars. Some protests were voiced by a few, 
but even those who did not accept this theory treated it 
with respect. Evidently, no one had the courage or the 
desire to challenge this theory until Henry Joel Cadbury 
began his investigation. He says, regarding Hobart, that 
this is 
an elaborate investigation into the vocabulary 
of Luke, aiming to show, mainly by quoting 
parallels from medical writers, that the 
1. Harnack, Luke the Physician, p. 14, n. 2, cited by Cadbury, 
Style and Literary Method of Luke, p. 55, n. 13. 
language of the third Evangelist has a dis-
tinctly medical tinge.l 
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The following is a summary of Hobart's views stating 
quite well his whole position. 
We have in the account of the miracles of 
healing, or their opposites, in the third 
Gospel and Acts of the Apostles, medical 
language employed. 
In the general narrative, outside of 
medical subjects, we find wherever we have 
an opportunity of comparing it with the 
other New Testament writers, that Luke 
strongly inclines to the use of medical 
language. 
Even where in the general narrative a 
comparison cannot be instituted with other 
New Testament writers, we find words 
occuring uniformly throughout which were 
in use in medical phraseology, and which 
from habit and training a physician would 
likely employ. 
In estimating the weight of the argument 
it should be remembered that the evidence is 
cumulative, and that the words adduced as 
examples are very numerous~ considering the 
extent of Luke's writings.~ 
On the .surface, this appears to be a very convincing argument 
until one begins to examine it more closely, as Dr. Cadbury 
has done. He suggests that the question is not whether there 
are many parallels between Luke and medical writers of that 
time, but whether it can be proved that these parallels 
are more numerous than those found in no~-professional 
writers. 
1. Cadbury, Style and Literary Method of Luke, p. 39. 
2. Hobart, Medical Language of Luke, pp. xxxv f., cited 
by Cadbury, Style and Literary Method of Luke, 
pp. 39 f. 
Any sound argument for the medical bias of 
Luke's vocabulary not only must show a con-
siderable number of terms possibly or probably 
medical, but must show that they are more 
numerous and of more frequent occurrence 
than in other writers of his time and degree 
of culture. • • • The question that presents 
itself, therefore, is not whether there are 
many parallels between the diction of Luke 
and that of medical writers, but whether these 
parallels are more numerous or·more striking 
than those which can be found in non-professional 
men, writing with the same culture on similar 
subjects. If not, the argument of Hobart and 
the rest is useless.l 
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With this kind of yardstick set up, Cadbury disqual-
ifies many of the examples of Hobart. He proves by citing 
examples that many of these terms were so common in all kinds 
of Greek that their appearance in Luke and Acts, and in 
medical writers, is inevitable. Cadbury states that many 
of the terms considered to be technical by Hobart and his 
followers were no more technical than those used today by 
laymen in describing some of the common diseases and their 
remedies. He reminds one also that the educated man today 
uses many medical terms which may have been restricted at 
one time to the medical profession only, but are now used 
qdte freely by the layman. This in no way indicates that a 
man is a physician or is using the more restricted and 
technical language of the medical profession. 
1. Style and Literary Method of Luke, p. 50. "Even were we 
to accept Hobart's long list of medical terms, it remains 
to be proved that examples are more abundant and more 
strikingly coincident with medical language of ••• 
Josephus, Philo, Plutarch, or Lucian,n Cadbury adds. 
We have no way of knowing how far medical 
language had penetrated into the vocabulary 
of everyday life. The vocabulary of the 
doctor and the layman always coincide to a 
considerable degree. We know how many of 
the simpler medical terms are found in common 
speech today, especially on the lips of 
educated men, and we may well think of con-
ditions in the first century as in this 
respect much like our own. It is entirely 
possible, then, that much medical language 
had already become part of common speech.l 
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Thus, it seems quite reasonable to suspect that Luke, or any 
non-medical writer who was educated to a fair degree, easily 
would employ many terms which were common knowledge and 
were in common usage. 
J. Naylor points out that many of Hobart's long list 
of words are to be found in the Septuagint. 
nThree hundred and sixty out of Hobart r s 
four hundred words were to be found in·tbe 
Septuagint, and many of them would have been 
used by any intelligent Greek writing on the 
same themes.n2 
This figure, which amounts to about ninety -p-ercent, would 
probably include the Apocrypha, according to Cadbury. 
Several of Hobart's followers admit that his list can 
be cut down to a considerable degree for one reason or 
another. Therefore, Harnack and Zahn have selected the 
most striking examples. Plummer gives the probable reason 
1. Cadbury, Style and Literary Method of Luke, p. 49. 
2. J. Naylor, "Luke the Physician and Ancient Medicine,n 
Hibbert J., 8(1909), 29, cited by Cadbury, Style and 
Literary Method of Luke, p. 55, n. 21. 
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for Luke's knowledge of medical terms as being due to his 
acquaintance with the books of the Septuagint, rather than 
his professional training. 
ttMore than eighty per cent are found in LXX, 
mostly in books known to St. Luke, and some-
times occurring very frequently in them. In 
all such cases it is more reasonable to suppose 
that Luke 1 s use of the word is due to his 
knowledge of the Septuagint, rather than to 
his professional training. • • • If the 
expression is also found in profane authors, 
the chances that medical training had any-
thing to do with Lukets use of it becomes very 
remote. It is unreasonable to class as in any 
sense medical such words as'hepo{bEtv, ttx6v, 
nvatpE1v, ttva~a~~avE~v, nvopeouv, ttnatTEtv, ttna-
~acrcrE'tv, tt'TCo~UE~V, ttnOpEtV, hcrcpa~E1.a, ttcpEtZ;. 
All of these are frequent in the LXX, and 
some of them in profane authors also.nl 
In spite of the fact that J. Naylor cuts Hobart 1 s 
list of four hundred words down to forty which are not found 
in the Septuagint, he still accepts his basic argument. He 
feels that even with this number of medical terms the evi-
dence is still conclusive proof that Luke was a physician 
and the writer of both the works attributed to him.2 Like 
the others who accept this theory, his basic presuppositions 
determine the admissible data used to verify his hypothesis. 
Even though Plummer states that over eighty ·p_ercent 
of the list cited by Hobart are to be found in the 
1. "Luke,tt I.C.C. (1903), p. lxiv, cited by Cadbury, Style 
and Literary Method of Luke, p. 41. 
2. Naylor, Luke the Physician and Ancient Medicine, pp. 
29 f. 
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Septuagint, he also accepts Hobart 1 s argument. He cuts down 
this list to about one hundred words which he feels are due 
to Luke's professional training. Yet he feels that if there 
were only twenty-five words left, this would be sufficient 
proof that ancient tradition was correct in assigning both 
of these works to "Luke the beloved physician. 111 
If the thesis could be proved that the author of Luke-
Ac~s was a physician, then it seems reasonable to expect the 
occurrence of even a greater number of terms than those cited 
by Hobart. It seems that a skilled physician, one vrell 
versed in technical terminology, would have difficulty in 
refraining from using technical terms which had little or 
no meaning for the common man. This does not seem to be 
the case in the writings of Luke. These two volumes repre-
sent the largest block in the New Testament, amounting to 
about one-fourth of its contents. This material constitutes 
a unit larger than the Pauline Corpus of thirteen letters, 
and it is almost as large as those letters plus the Epistle 
to the Hebrews. 2 We might well expect more so-called 
technical language in this large body of writing if the 
writer were a practicing physician. Naylor, in the article 
already mentioned, suggested that it was Luke,the physician, 
1. Plummer, I.C.C. (1903), p. lxxiv. 
2. S. MacLean Gilmour, "Introduction and Exegesis,n 
Interpreter 1 s Bible. Edited by George A. Buttrick, VIII 
(New York: Abingdon-Cokesbury Press, 1951), p. 3. 
who cured the father of' Publius of' his "fever and of' a 
bloody f'lux,n mentioned in Acts 29, when Paul was ship-
wrecked on this island. This might be true, but it seems 
like wistful speculation to prove an argument. 
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Cadbury takes the remaining words which have been 
sifted quite thoroughly by Hobartrs followers,- amounting to 
about forty, and does some further investigation. He is not 
at all impressed by their technical character. 
Of' the remaining thirty or forty words few 
seem to have any strikingly medical signifi-
cation in Luke. It is clear, therefore, that 
Hobart's list contains very much that is 
without significance, many of his words being 
common words without any special medical use. 
While he shows most diligently that the words 
he catalogues are employed by the medical 
writers, he does not show that they are not 
employed by other writers with no professional 
training. Even those who accept his argument 
realize this.l 
George Foote Moore reminds us that learned physicians, 
who should be the best qualified to judge whether Luke was 
one of their guild or not, have seldom contributed even an 
opinion on the question. Therefore, he cites with special 
interest the few pages which Dr. John Freind (1675-1728) 
gives in his History of Physick from the Time of' Galen to the 
Beginning of' the Sixteenth Century. 2 Freind, according to 
Moore, knew the medical writers, not through indexes or by 
1. Cadbury, Style and Literary Method of Luke, p. 41. 
2. Galen lived from 130 - 200 A.D. - a Greek physician of 
Pergamum and later family physician of' Marcus Aurelius. 
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skimming their pages for an extraneous purpose, but both as 
a practitioner and a historian of ancient medicine. Freind, 
besides, was one of the most accomplished Grecians of his 
time.l 
"Freind remarks that St. Luke's Greek comes 
nearer to the ancient standards than that of 
any other of the Evangelists'--a superiority 
which he attributes to Luke's Greek medical 
reading; and that 'no doubt merely because he 
was a physician, when there is occasion to 
speak of distemper or the .cure of them makes 
use of words more proper for the subject than 
the others do.' Of these peculiarities of Luke's 
diction Freind gives several illustrations (4 ed., London, 1750, I, 222-225). It is note-
worthy that among these none of the words and 
phrases which have recently been signalized by 
laymen as technical terms of Greek medicine are 
mentioned; in fact, no instance of a technical 
term or technical use of terms is adduced. 
Luke writes ~apaAeAU~evos instead of ~apaAu~tKos~ 
a word never used by the ancient Greek Writers. rr~ 
Moore feels that Luke's terminology was "softern and much 
less technical than the language employed by medical men. 
In speaking of Hobart's work he says: 
urn his book, and in the subsequent discussion, 
one consideration of fundamental importance is 
overlooked. Modern medical terminology is a 
barbarous artificial jargon, consisting partly 
of terms that have come down from the Greeks, 
in Greek or translated into Latin, partly of 
invented terms, coined after the pattern of 
the ancient, in a Greek or Latin which is often 
palpably counterfeit. • • • In recent times 
various agencies of vulgarization have made the 
lay public acquainted with hundreds of doctor's 
1. Cadbury, St~le and Literary Method of Luke, editorial 
note 1, p. 2. 
2. Ibid. 
words, which they use--or--abuse with a self-
satisfied feeling1they are talking the pro-fessional lingo." 
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In contrast to this, Greek scientific terminology is 
opposed to all this. For 11its technical terms were native, 
not foreign born; nor were they invented, but were real 
words of the living language. 112 As such, they could come 
into use by the person who was well- read and adept at 
acquiring a larger and more descriptive vocabulary without 
having any specialized training in that particular field. 
Although the medical language of that day was technical, 
Moore believes it was made up of words which were known to 
every Greek. He says: 
"When the teachers of medicine had occasion 
to designate things for which the common speech 
had no satisfactory name, they made descriptive 
terms from common words by derivation or com-
position, conformabl$- to the genius of the 
language, with that creative freedom in which 
Greek surpasses all other tongues. The meaning 
of such words, if not their technical definition, 
was at once evident to every Greek. These were 
real words, too, and could come into general use 
unhampered by barbarous form or occult significance."3 
If this observation be true, and there is every reason to 
believe it is, then, this fact could account for terms which 
coincide in Luke with some medical words. Medical words could 
even be used by a writer, used in a non-technical sense, and 
1. Ibid., p. 53. 
2. Ibid., pp. 53-54. 
3. Ibid., p. 54. 
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still the writer would not have to be a practicing physician. 
On the basis of this, it can neither be proved nor denied 
that Luke was a physician. 
Another keen observation ismade by Moore: 
trWalker, Hobart, Harnack, Zahn, and Moffatt, 
put down Kpat~alij among the words which show 
Luke to be versed in Greek medical literature. 
But Kpat~aAij is not a technical term coined by 
physicians to designate mysteriously the 
pucking and the dizzy headache that comes after 
a big dinner and much wine; it is • • • the 
vulgar word for that very vulgar experience. 
Luke did not need to go to medical literature 
on the diagnosis and treatment of the ailment 
to pick up a word • • • lying in the gutter. rrl 
Many of the scholars in Hobart's camp sought to 
reinforce his argument by eliminating some of the obvious 
weak points, but they never disagreed with his basic pre-
supposition. This is especially true of Harnack and Zahn. 
Plummer is more cautious; but he, too, falls in line with 
the general proposition that Luke was a physician and the 
writer of both the volumes assigned to him. He gives the 
probable reason of Luke's use of medical terms as being due 
to his acquaintance with the Septuagint, rather than to any 
professional training. This seems strange when he asserts 
that Luke was a physician. If this be true, then why should 
we not expect his use of medical terms--assuming, of course, 
1. Ibid. According to Thayer, Greek Lexicon, this term 
means "the giddiness and headache caused by drinking 
wine to excess. n Galen explains it, "to toss the head 
about.n 
that they are medical terms used in a technical sense--to 
come £rom that £act? 
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Thus the matter stood when Cadbury began the arduous, 
and perhaps thankless, task of uprooting a well-entrenched 
theory. The true scholar £inds compensations, however, when 
the results help to bring about a more accurate understanding 
o£ the history o£ New Testament times. This was a very sig-
ni£icant contribution to New Testament scholarship. As far 
as this writer knows, no £urther major contribution has been 
made on this subject since Cadbury exploded Hobart's theory. 
His work has been a point of departure in £urther studies. 
(2) Hobart's Theory Tested 
Up to the time o£ Cadbury no one had ever made a 
thoroughly critical investigation of Hobart's work. Cadbury 
makes what he calls a preliminary investigation o£ the 
"medical language 11 o£ Lucian, carried on in the same manner 
o£ Hobart, Harnack, and Zahn. Lucian was an Asiatic Greek 
who traveled in the western world. He was nearly a con-
temporary o£ Luke, as well as a £air parallel. Both writers 
had a large vocabulary and a ready command of the Greek 
language.l 
Thus, the purpose o£ this test was to investigate the 
diction of Lucian to see if there were medical terms in it. 
1. Cadbury, Style and Literary Method of Luke, p. 65. 
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The methodology was virtually the same as that employed by 
Hobart, Harnack, and Zahn in their investigation of the 
Gospel of Luke. 
The results of this test show that three hundred out 
of four hundred listed by Hobart as medical terms in Luke 
also appear in the index to Lucian. Of the one hundred 
especially chosen by Harnack and Zahn, almost half of them 
are found in the works of Lucian.l 
Cadbury takes a few of the examples, supposedly the 
more striking examples, cited by Harnack and Zahn and shows 
by comparison that they were likewise used by Lucian. In 
Luke 21:26, where the writer is describing the conditions 
which shall accompany some cataclysmic event about to take 
place, he mentions that men's heart shall fail or faint 
because of their great fear. The word used here is~o*uxetv 
and is cited by both Harnack and Zahn as a medical term. 
But Plummer says that the medical writers used the term to 
describe being chilled, and not swooning or expiring. 
Cadbury says that this word is used in Lucian to describe 
the limbs growing cold or stiff.2 
Hobart cites another term, nouva:ros, as a medical 
term in the account of "The man of Lystra, lame from his 
1. Let it be remembered that Lucian was not considered to be 
a physician, yet these "medical terms" appear in his works. 
2. Cadbury, Style and Literary Method of Luke, p. 65. 
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mother 1 s womb," l:tvifp l:touva-ros -rois nad{v (Acts 18:8). 
Cadbury cites the case in Lucian, Ocyp. 45, in which the 
attendant is spoken of as being 01C~pe-r~~ l:touva-ros yoyyutrov 
')"Epcov 1 (an impotent grumbling old man). (Translation mine. J 
Hobart says that it is used by medical writers as it is by 
Luke, and he cites a list.2 
There are many other such cases pointed out by Cadbury. 
In every instance he is.able to show by analysis and compari-
son that the language in Lucian shows just as much of a 
medical flavor as does Luke, yet Lucian was not a physician. 
Hobart makes the statement that his "examples are very 
numerous considering the extent of st. Luke's writing." 
Cadbury very appropriately asks the question, HAre the 
'medical terms 1 of Lucian as numerous proportionately as the 
medical terms of Luke?n3 
To answer this question Cadbury takes a small section 
of Lucian and examines it more minutely for comparison. The 
three works chosen were: the Alexander, the second part of 
the True History, and the Death of Peregrinus. They were 
chosen purely on the basis of subject matter as forming a 
kind of parallel to Luke's stories of miracles, travel, and 
1. Ibid. 
2. Hobart, Medical Language of Luke, p. 46. 
3. Ibid. , p. 66. 
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martydom. All combined, they total about hal~ that o~ the 
works o~ Luke. The ~ollowing is a partial picture o~ the 
results: 
In this limited section o~ Lucian were ~ound 
about 115 o~ the words considered medical by 
Hobart, or over one-~ourth o~ his entire list. 
It was also ~ound that these words occur about 
hal~ as o~ten in this section o~ Lucian as they 
do in Luke 1 s works o~ twice the size. In other 
words, the ~requency o~ occurrence o~ these 
words is about the same in the two writers. And 
this ~act is all the more remarkable in view o~ 
the ~act that many words are included which are 
distinguished by Hobart as especially ~requent 
in Luke and used by hi~ much o~tener than other 
New Testament writers. 
Cadbury continues to tear down Hobart 1 s argument by 
pointing out that o~ the list o~ words upon which he places 
so much weight--that is, words peculiar to Luke in the New 
Testament--about seventy-~ive o~ them are ~ound in the works 
o~ Lucian. This amounts to about one-~ourth o~ the list 
starred by Hobart. As ~or the ~requency o~ occurrence, 
11it actually appears that these words 'peculiar to Luke' 
occur at least twice as o~ten in Lucian as they do in Luke 
himsel~.rr2 The occurrence o~ these seventy-~ive words is 
listed by Cadbury as ~ollows: 
1. Ibid., p. 67. 
2. Ibid. 
Luke • . . . 
Acts . . . 
. . . . . . . 
. . . . . . . 
50 
75 
Lucian (section the size of Luke or 
Acts) • • • . • • • • • • . . • 1501 
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Cadbury does not confine his investigation to the 
medical terms in Lucian which also happen to occur in Luke. 
After the manner of Harnack and Zahn, after having examined 
75 pages of Lucian, he forms four lists of words under these 
categories: 
General Words. This list includes words of rare occurrence, 
but found in medical writers; words used 
frequently by doctors, or akin to such words; 
and words used by doctors as technical terms. 
Medical Words. This list is made up of names of diseases, 
medicines, and parts of the body. 
Ordinary Words Used in a Medical Sense. This group was used 
both by Lucian and the medical writers. 
Longer Expressions. Words used in combinations to form 
longer expressions.2 
These groupings were made independent of the works of Luke 
to see if one could arrive at the same conclusions that 
Hobart, Zahn, and Harnack did when they examined Luke. 
In addition to these four different categories, Cadbury 
made a fifth list of words, a nspecial List Connecting 
Lucian and the Medical Writers." Cadbury states that no 
such list ever had been produced for Lucian--that is, con-
necting him with the medical writers. This list included 
I. Ibid. 
2. Ibid. 
97 
"words apparently found elsewhere only in the medical writers. 
[And] words found in no writer before Polybius except 
Hippocrates.n1 About this list, Cadbury says: 
This list of words, intended to illustrate 
the criticism of the examples used for the 
medical language of Luke, contains words 
"found elsewhere only or mainly in the medical 
writers 11 • • • Of course the cases given are 
only those found in the 75 pages of Lucian 
examined for this purpose. The total number 
of words of this kind to be found in all 
Lucian's works may be estimated with the 
help of the word lists in Schmidt's 
Atticismus as considerably over 100.2 
In these passages examined and the lists compiled, 
Cadbury feels that a similarity is found which matches in 
almost every detail the evidence produced by Hobart and his 
defenders for the medical profession of Luke. Now let it 
be repeated that Lucian was not considered to be a physician 
by any of these men. 
And if the amount of Lucian examined should 
be doubled so as to equal in extent the 
writings of Luke, and if we should "spend 
a lifetime" in going through the twenty-five 
volumes containing the writings of Hippocrates, 
Galen, Dioscorides, and Aretaeus, with 
occasional glimpses at Theophrastus, to collect 
the occurrences of words and note coincidences 
in their usage or combination with this part of 
Lucian, there can be no doubt that such an 
investigation could produce a volume quite as 
large as Hobart's, and that the best examples 
selected from it would be found quite as cogent 
as those of Harnack, Moffatt, and Zahn, to prove 
1. Ibid • , p • 70. 
2. Ibid., p. 72, n. 12. 
by his "medical languagen that Lucian was a 
physician.l 
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From the results of this test, it readily is seen that 
Hobart's argument falls apart. It is just as reasonable to 
try to build a case from Lucian's rtmedical language" to 
prove that he was a physician as it is to do the same with 
Luke. As far as this writer knows, this has never been 
tried. 
(3) Cadbury's Conclusion 
From the evidences produced in this chapter ~eme: ·sees 
that Cadbury has more than proved his point. In fact, most, 
if not all, present day scholars accept his conclusions on 
this matter. He is recognized as a leading authority in the 
study of Luke-Acts. 
Cadbury has shown that examples in the medical language 
of an author, to have their fullest weight, should be words 
which are used primarily by medical writers. He has shown 
conclusively that Hobart has failed to do this. 
Hobart not only includes many words used 
frequently by other than medical writers, 
but apparently is at no pains to show that 
many of Luke 1 s words are used principally 
or exclusively by medical writers.2 
Out of the 400 word list of Hobart, Cadbury found only five 
which were spoken of as being limited almost exclusively to 
1. Cadbury, Style and Literary Method of Luke, p. 71. 
2. Ibid., p. 49. 
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medical writers. Three of them were examined and found 
unsatisfactory. The fourth word is cited by Hobart as 
appearing in Hippocrates and Luke only in this certain 
sense. But Cadbury points out that it appears only once in 
Hippocrates and in the very doubtful passages of Luke 
22:~3,44; it appears in the LXX more than fifteen times. 
The fifth word, according to Hobart, is used as it is by 
St. Luke only in the writings of Hippocrates and Galen. 
But Cadbury points out that it is so used in Josephus, 
Philostratus, Geopon, and other later writers. This word 
is used also in Lucian" in a little different sense in 
reference to ships.l Thus, these five terms which Hobart 
says were almost completely restricted to medical writers 
are proved to be used otherwise by Cadbury. 
Whether Hobart 1 s argument stands or falls depends upon 
certain proofs. How does Luke compare with the diction of 
non-professional men writing with the same culture ~s he 
and on similar subjects? Does the diction of Luke contain 
terms and phrases which are more striking and numerous, with 
more of medical flavor than these other writings? Hobart and 
his followers have failed to prove this. The test shows that 
ttthe style of Luke bears no more evidence of medical training 
and interest than does the language of other writers who 
were not physicians.n2 
1. Ibid., p. 61, n. 76. 
2. Ibid. , p. 50. 
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Cadbury admits that the results given are very incom-
plete and negative. However, it is evident that he has 
proved that Luke's diction has no more o~ a medical ~lavor 
than the vocabulary o~ other writers who were not physicians. 
He readily admits that there are parallels between Luke's 
writings and medical writers; there is always a certain 
a~~inity between the vocabulary o~ the doctor and the 
average laymen. 
Cadbury concludes that the evidence is negative. By 
this he means that the absence o~ medical traits in the 
writings o~ Luke cannot prove necessarily that he was not 
a physician. What Cadbury objects to is the method employed 
by these scholars. He ~eels that it is possible that Luke 
was a physician and was the author o~ the two works attrib-
uted to him. This ~act, however, cannot be ascertained ~rom 
the language and the terms he employs. 
He says that judging ~rom the ~ragments that remain, 
Ctesias, the physician, uses no more medical language in 
his historical work than did his contemporary Xenophon, the 
soldier and historian.l 
At the beginning o~ his treatise 11 0n the 
Natural Faculties" Galen explicitly 
deprecates and renounces the use o~ technical 
terms: "We, however, ~or our part, are con-
vinced that the chie~ merit o~ language is 
clearness, and we know that nothing detracts 
so much ~rom this as do ~amiliar terms; 
1. Ibid • , p • 51. 
accordingly we employ those terms which the 
bulk of people ( 6t no~o( ) are 
accustomed to use.ul 
Cadbury has shown very clearly how easily one's 
attitudes toward certain aspects of truth are determined 
by his basic presuppositions. Hobart and his defenders 
started out with the traditional bias that Luke was a 
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physician and was the author of both the works credited to 
him. This determined the admissible data they used to sub-
stantiate their arguments. In so doing, they overlooked 
some important pieces of evidence which Cadbury brought 
forth. 
It was not the purpose of Cadbury's investigation to 
disprove the Lukan .authorship to Which tradition has held 
nor to prove that the author was not a physician. His 
purpose was to point out that Hobart and his disciples could 
not prove that Luke was a physician entirely by the kinds 
of words and phrases the author used. 
Was Luke a physician? Cadbury leaves the question 
open. One can neither prove nor disprove on the basis of the 
diction of the writer, he contends. He does not try to 
argue from the language of Luke-Acts, as some have done, 
to prove that a physician could not have written them. He 
says". 
1. Cadbury, Style and Literary Method of Luke, p. 64, n. 91. 
One cannot know to-day what an ancient 
physician could not have written. • •• 
So Luke, ttthe beloved physician" and 
companion of Paul, may have written the two 
books which tradition assigns to him, though 
their Greek be no more medical than that of 
Lucian, "the traveling rhetorician and show-
lecturer;u but the so-called medical language 
of these books cannot be used as a proof that 
Luke was their author, nor even as an argu-
ment confirming the tradition of his 
authorship.l 
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Has Cadbury said the last word on the medical language 
of Luke? Some have questioned this. Accepting in general 
Cadbury's conclusion, Hunter has some reservation. 
It would be a mistake to think that Cadbury 
has completely knocked the bottom out of the 
argument. If Hobart went too far, so does 
Cad bury. Pace Cad bury, the phrasing of such 
verses as Acts 9:18 and 28:8 (to take only 
two examples) does suggest the physician. 
If we do not overpress the argument, we may 
still use it .2 
Hunter should be reminded that Cadbury's argument was not 
against the possibility of the writer of Luke-Acts being a 
physician. He simply contends that the diction of the 
writer is no more medical than that found in the Septuagint, 
Josephus, and the non-medical writers during the days of 
Lucian and Plutarch. 
Perhaps a new interest will develop in this subject 
and more research will be done. Hobart 1 s book, which first 
1. ~., p. 51. 
2. Archibald M. Hunter, Interpreting the New Testament, 
1900-1950 (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1951), 
pp. 109-110. 
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came out about seventy five years ago, is now in print 
again.l However, any serious attempt to re-investigate 
this subject will certainly have to take Cadbury's argument 
into consideration. 
1. (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker Book House, 1954). 
CHAPTER IV 
JESUS - AS PORTRAYED IN THE GOSPELS 
1. The Jewishness of Jesus 
Jesus was a Palestinian Jew of the first century--a 
product of his own age and his own environment. This is 
the predominant theme in Cadbury 1 s writings on the subject. 
' 
This assumption challenges those assertions which try to 
emphasize the differences between Jesus and his Jewish 
contemporaries, or his uniqueness. Cadbury challenges the 
postulation that Jesus was original and unique in his 
teachings, as well as in his person. His unique relation-
ship to God which the traditional position claims for him, 
according to Cadbury, is based on theological presupposi-
tions, rather than on a careful investigation of the 
historical evidence found in· the records. 
The very fact that Jesus was a product of his environ-
ment, that he had so much in common with his contemporaries, 
accounts for the conflicts which he had with them. Had this 
not been the ease there would not have been a common meeting 
ground for debate. Cadbury says: 
Neither the crucifixion nor the Christian 
Church is testimony to any extreme novelty in 
Jesus. How much must one differ from current 
opinion to be killed for the difference? 
Certainly not entirely--there must be a 
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general meeting of minds or the differences 
are not apparent. It is those who, with so 
much of our own point of view, nevertheless 
diverge in small but vital issues that we 
crucify. If they did not so largely share 
our presuppositions and assumptions, our 
concepts of thinking and methods of argument, 
we would send them rather to the asylum than 
to the gallows.l 
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Cadbury further suggests that even as Paul the 
ex-Pharisee and Hebrew was hated by his own people, so was 
Jesus the Jew. The very fact that he was a Jew, and pos-
sibly even a scribe and Pharisee, made the scribes and 
Pharisees keenly aware of his unorthodo:x:y.2 lfFor had he 
been a Greek, a foreigner, or even less Jewish as a Jew, 
they would have lacked enough rapport to permit controversy 
or debate. n3 
To lay the foundation for his argument on the Jewish-
ness of Jesus, Cadbury endeavors first to establish the 
Jewishness of the synoptics. He also affirms that a 
knowledge of contemporary Judaism will support his thesis 
that Jesus was a child of his time and place. For this he 
cites the contributions of scholars such as Claude J. 
Montefiore, Joseph Klausner, Paul Billerbeck, George Foote 
Moore, and others who have given a fairly comprehensive 
1. The Peril of Modernizing Jesus (N.Y.: The Macmillan 
Company, 1937), p. 69. 
2. Ibid., pp. 69-70. 
3. Ibid. 
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picture of first century Judaism. He says: ttThis knowl,.edge 
rather than any better information about Jesus makes us able 
to see how Jesus fits his setting as the hand fits the 
glove.nl 
With reference to the synoptics, Cadbury suggests 
that they betray much more of a Jewish influence than they 
are usually credited with. In spite of the fact that they 
came to us through the media of Greek, he says: 
There is one aspect of this correspondence 
which is notable enough to deserve prior 
mention. It is the relative absence of the 
Hellenic element in the synoptic gospels. 
Coming to us now in Greek, from an age when 
under Paul and other teachers from the Diaspora 
Christianity had already made some adjustments 
to Greek thinking, the synoptic gospels still 
breathethe atmosphere of Palestine in thought 
and language. • • • [It is his conviction that 
the gospels have preserved accurately much of 
the genuine Jewish character of the gospel 
story]- Palestinian in setting of course, but 
also in the ~tter and manner of the discourse 
and dialogue. 
The fourth gospel is mentioned as an example of what 
a less faithful or less Jewish tradition would have done to 
the early documents. This evidence is further attested by 
the fact that there is no indication that the first writers 
or readers of the synoptics had to deal with the pagan 
beliefs or practices. Cadbury says; 
The moment Christianity met pure heathenism, its 
first demand was to 'turn from idols and to 
1. Ibid. , p. 67. 
2. Ibid., p. 51. 
serve the living and true God.t But I can find 
no evidence that for the first readers or 
writers of the gospels this missionary problem 
was present. There is no polemic against 
polytheism or idolatry. One would never know 
from t.he synoptic. gospels that there were any 
Gentile cities and la~ge permanent Gentile 
settlements in Palest~ne.l · 
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To counter those like Bultmann who would say that the 
synoptic tradition with its strong Hellenistic flavor is a 
product of the church, Gadbury suggests the possibility 
that the synoptics, especially the gospel of Matthew, 
indicate a possible trend in the other direction. That is to 
say, Jewish-Christian influence might have added Jewish 
traits to the original Jewish story of Jesus. Thus: 
Matthew practices the Jewish avoidance of the 
divine name by saying 'Kingdom of Heaven• 
instead of 'Kingdom of God.' Matthew calls 
Gentiles 'swine' and Jerusalem 'the holy city,' 
and explicitly denies the suggestion that 
Jesus would destroy the law or that his 
followers were to preach to Gentiles or 
Samaritans.2 
Cadbury recognizes that there are traits in Matthew 
that do point in the other direction, but he feels that the 
matter of the possibility of the accession of Jewish 
coloring has been overlooked or neglected. 
Not only is this Jewish trait to be found in Matthew; 
it is to be found also in Mark and Luke. According to 
Cadbury, even Luke, the most Gentile of the three, has a 
1. Ibid., p. 52. 
2. Ibid., pp. 52-53. 
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~trong Jewish coloring. Thus, Luke characteristically uses 
the term ttmost highn f'or the name of' diety, a term which 
the Jews regularly used in representing Gentiles as speaking 
of' the Jewish God. The term 11heaven11 is used in place of' 
-Goa in the same manner as it is used in First Maccabees. 
This is seen in the statement, 11Father I have sinned before 
heaven and in thy sight, 11 (Luke 15:21). n . . • In Luke, 
to~, we apparently get that impersonal plural which the 
r 
- ~- -rabbis also employed in place of' God: tThou f'ool, this 
night they require thy lif'e of' thee. 1 nl 
In the conversation found in Mark between the high 
priest and Jesus, when the former asked, "Art thou the 
Christ, the son of' the blessed?" Jesus replies, "Ye shall 
see the son of' man sea ted at the right hand of' power. n In 
both eases the term "God 11 is substituted with rrthe blessed" 
_...,~:;.:an~, 11power .n Cad bury says this easily can be illustrated 
f'rom the rabbis.2 
When it comes to ascertaining the thinking processes 
of' Jesus, Cadbury recognizes this to be more difficult than 
BStablishing literary forms and vocabulary. But even here, 
it is pointed out that Jesus followed much the same technique 
as that of' the rabbis, known as the "heavy and the light." 
Th~t is to say, Jesus argued f'rom the smaller to the 
~--
1. Ibid., pp. 55-56. 
2. Ibid., p. 55. 
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greater, from the least significant to the most significant. 
He says that ample proof of this is to be found in such 
passages as follows: 11 If ye being' evil know how to give 
good gifts, how much more shall your heavenly Father,n 
etc.; ttif God so clothed the grass,u and 11Is not a 
sparrow sold for two farthings?n 
Other evidence is cited as proof that Jesus was a 
Palestinian Jew who followed very closely the method of the 
Jewish rabbis in their use of Scripture. That his method 
of argument was employed before by the Old Testament prophets, 
as well as by the rabbis, also can be proved, according to 
Cadbury. To illustrate this, two of the examples are given. 
Similar to the method used by Nathan in the parable of the 
ewe lamb, Jesus, in the story of the good Samaritan, tells 
the story and asks the question: 11Which of these three 
proved neighbor to the man who fell among the robbers?n 
In the story of the Prodigal, Jesus asks, 11Which of the two 
did the will of the father? 11 These and other examples are 
cited by Cadbury to verify the proposition that Jesus stood 
in good prophetic tradition. 
Regarding the subject matter with which Jesus dealt, 
Cadbury asserts that it was often different from that of 
the rabbis, who like to use the scriptural incidents and 
requirements. The only difference, however, was that Jesus 
drew more from nature or humanity than from scriptural 
settings. He feels that the records give clear evidence 
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that the subjects of Jesus' teachings had much in common 
with his contemporaries. The questions put to him--such as 
tribute to Caesar, the matter of the resurrection, and 
regarding John the Baptist--fit well into the Jewish scene. 
As a flJew his thinking was practical, ethical, and con-
crete rather than metaphysical and abstract.n1 Other inci-
dents are cited as being in keeping with the contemporary 
thinking. The point Cadbury makes is that it is not 
important whether or not Jesus' answers coincide or con-
flict with his contemporaries; the subjects are of con-
temporary significance--this is the important fact. 
Cadbury is cautious in attempting to establish just 
how far Jesus agreed with his contemporaries. At best he 
says that only by inference can we arrive at a tentative 
conclusion. Such would be the case with reference to the 
interpretation of the Mosaic law, for there was a difference 
of opinion here within contemporary Judaism. But to say 
that Jesus' thoughts come within the wide and varied range 
of Palestinian Judaism is an assumed conclusion. Thus, 
Cadbury feels that we may infer that Jesus agreed with the 
Pharisees on the matter of the resurrection, while believing 
more like the Sadducees on the oral law. He probably was 
nearer the liberal school of Hillel on the treatment of 
criminals than the severe school of Shammai, as portrayed 
1. Ibid., p. 6lt. 
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in his attitude toward the woman caught in adultery. On 
the matter of taking oaths, he probably was more like the 
Essenes; and regarding divorce, more like the rigorists. 
With reference to the coming of the kingdom of God, he may 
have had more in common with John the Baptist than with the 
so-called Zealots or their revolutionary forerunners.l 
i. His Relationship to the Prophets 
The Jewishness of Jesus is to be seen also in his close 
resemblance to the Old Testament prophets. Instead of using 
the more common practice of showing the contrast of Jesus 
with the prophets, a contrast which pictures Jesus as the 
innovator of a higher type of religion, Cadbury maintains 
that the prophets furnish us a clue through which we can 
better understand Jesus.2 It is Cadbury•s belief that 
Jesus was in the best of the prophetic tradition. He is 
classified as such twice in the synoptic gospels, twice in 
the Acts~, Jesus also applies the term to himself in the 
words, rtit cannot be that a prophet perish outside of 
Jerusalem. tt Cadbury points out that several of the sayings 
in Q seem to indicate that Jesus was conscious of his 
parallelism with the prophetic line, especially in regard 
1. ~., pp. 65-66. 
2. nJesus and the Prophets, 11 Journal of Religion, S(Nov. 
1925), 607-622. 
to rejection. Jesus was persecuted even as the prophets 
were before him. 
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It is Cadbury's opinion that most of our difficulty 
in understanding Jesus arises from the constant tendency to 
modernize him. Thus, we take him out of the first century 
environment and place him in the twentieth century. We 
make him think as we think. He is made in our image. As 
a corrective for this, Cadbury suggests a better under-
standing of the prophets. He doesn't contend that in every 
respect Jesus was like them, but that he is analogous in 
many ways. Several reasons are given why such a procedure 
is not only possible, but expedient if we should know better 
the Jesus of history. In the first place, the prophets are 
nearer in date to Jesus than we by more than a thousand 
years. Secondly, the prophets belonged to the same racial, 
cultural, and religious group as he did. Thirdly, the 
difference between Jesus' Weltanschau~g and ours is much 
greater than the difference between his viewpoint and the 
prophets'. In the fourth place, the prophets can be better 
known than Jesus, for their words are more extensive and 
their thoughts are more variously and intimately revealed. 
One can more objectively study the prophets than he can 
Jesus. 1 
1. Ibid., p. 609. 
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Several outstanding parallels between Jesus' method 
and that of the prophets are noted. The national pre-
dictions of Jesus which involve the pronouncement of doom 
are said to be much like those of the pre-exilic prophets. 
According to the accounts, Jesus predicted disaster. 
Capernaum was to be brought down to Hades~· the Temple would 
be destroyed, Jerusalem would not have one stone left upon 
another,- and there was to be great suffering. This was to 
happen because of the sins of the people and their unwilling-
ness to repent. Much like the old Deuteronomic philosophy 
of history, this impending judgment was based conditionallY 
upon the nation's willingness to repent. Jesus, like the 
prophets, was particularly vociferous in his denunciations 
of the religious leaders' hypocrisy and ritualistic require-
ments. 
There is no doubt in Cadbury 1 s mind that Jesus pre-
dicted disaster for his nation. Yet, this is not to be 
considered unique. Cadbury says: 
It is a characteristic note of moral prophecy 
from Amos to Savanarola. Jeremiah seems to 
regard it as one of the credentials of the 
true prophet. The prophets of old prophesied 
against many countries and against many kingdoms 
of war and of evil, and of pestilenee.l 
How did Jesus and the prophets come to have this con-
viction, and how is it connected with the rebuke of 
1. Ibid., p. 611. 
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wickedness? Cadbury gives three possible answers to this 
question. (1) Jesus and the prophets were keen students of 
politics and deduced their expectations of storms from 
clouds in the political weather. (2) The prediction of 
doom was closely connected with the national sin. Both 
Jesus and the prophets assert that disaster awaits the 
nation guilty of injustice and oppression. It was that 
Deuteronomic formula: sin equals suffering, obedience 
equals prosperity. (3) This is an explanation which begins 
like the second in the prophet's keen sense of moral dis-
approval; like the first, it regards disaster as a divine 
punishment. But Cadbury says that the connection is purely 
a theistic one; the God who controls history will vindicate 
himself against guilty nations, even his chosen people. 
With this third explanation, the prophet's threats are seen 
merely as his method of moral exhortation.l 
Cadbury accepts the third view as most descriptive of 
Jesus and the prophets. He feels that even the older 
prophets have been regarded too much as keen students of 
political affairs. Likewise, one might like to think of 
Jesus as intuitively aware of the sociological nexus between 
cause and effect, and capable of calling his nation to 
repentance by a logical and consistent argument of threats, 
1. Ibid., p. 612. 
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promises or example. But Cadbury does not believe this is 
true. He puts it this way: 
I believe both Jesus and the prophets were first 
and last religious or moral preachers. Their 
prediction of doom is a kind of expression of 
their emphasis and moral duty. It is not derived 
from diagnosing the political scene; it is a 
corollary of the divine displeasure at sin. 
Its futurity is a grammatical idiom, little 
more. Prediction is a moral lever on con-
temporary society.l 
Cadbury quotes another to support this view. 
nprediction, then, was to some extent a 
homiletical method for achieving moral and 
spiritual results for the present ••• 
Hosea's message was not based upon political 
considerations primarily, but upon moral and 
religious convictions.n2 
To substantiate his thesis that prophetic prediction 
was the result of moral deduction and not political fore-
casting, Cadbury lists several reasons, some of which he 
applies to Jesus. (1) Many times in both Testaments the 
description of the coming disaster is vague and general. 
The name of the enemy is not named as one would expect in 
political forecasters. It is pointed out, however, that 
Jeremiah speaks of the Ufoe of the north," but Cadbury 
reminds us that even here commentators are not sure whether 
this means the Sythians, Assyrians, or the Chaldeans. Thus, 
it is felt that Jeremiah was not very specific, even for his 
1. Ibid., p. 613. 
2. Journal of Religion, V(Nov. 1925), 613, n. 3, quoting 
J. M. P. Smith, The Prophets and His Problems (1914), 
pp. 99 ff; also the same author in The Prophets and 
Their Times (1925), p. 56. 
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day. Whether it was because of the apocalyptic pattern of 
not naming the foe, or because of poetic expression, the 
New Testament does not reveal the enemy, at least not in 
language that could be understood easily by those so named. 
(2) These predictions include events other than political 
or military consequences. Natural disasters such as 
locusts, pestilence, famine, and earthquakes were seldom, 
if ever, the result of calculation. With Jesus, as with 
the prophets, these predictions were moral deductions from 
the Jewish ripeness for divine punishment. The ripening 
fruit was the harbinger of the harvest. (3) As already 
mentioned, prophecy in the Old Testament was conditional. 
Prophecy of doom was spoken just in order that it might 
not be fulfilled. The motive behind prophecy was that men 
would repent and thus avert the disaster. This, in itself, 
indicates that disaster was not regarded as an unavoidable 
outcome of political consequences, but rather an inter-
vention of the divine in history.l 
This being the case, Cadbury feels that it is almost 
self-evident that Jesus regarded his call to repentance in 
much the same way. Sometimes repentance came too late. He 
says: 
It is possible that Jesus before he died 
regarded the situation as hopeless, or spoke 
in a prophetic way of a time when repentance 
1 .. Cadbury, Journal of Religion, 5 (Nov. 1925), 613-614. 
would come too late. [Then Cadbury adds the 
cautious but firm conviction] but even so, 
his predictions were probably of the usual 
prophetic origin--the description of punish-
ments conceived as fitting the crime and the 
translation into the language of poetic 
commutation of the present sense of moral judgment.l 
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Cadbury recognizes the difference between the prophetic 
and the apocalyptic interpretation of history. In the 
latter, the end was to be characterized by a cataclysmic 
break in history. The former was to be accomplished by 
judgment, but a moral judgment in which history would be 
not so disrupted and would result in an age of prosperity--
a golden age for the remnant. He says that if the gospels 
are to be trusted, they picture Jesus as an apocalyptist. 
But even so, Jesus uses prediction for its moral leverage 
on the conduct of his contemporaries. 
To indicate that Jesus also, in other ways, exemplified 
the best of the prophetic tradition, Cadbury reminds us of 
the close connection between Jesus and the prophets in the 
matter of individual responsibility with regard to pre-
dictive prophecy. As far back as Jeremiah and Ezekiel this 
element can be traced. For the older prophets, sin and guilt 
was thought of as a personal responsibility, in addition to 
a national responsibility. Likewise, much of Jesus' teach-
ing about the future is directed toward individual respons-
ibility. Thus, the day of judgment is personal, as well as 
1. Ibid., p. 614. 
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collective. Yet, it is pointed out that this new escha-
tology did not replace the national hope. Both personal 
eschatology and the national prophecy of retribution are 
chiefly the language of the present moral appeal. Cadbury 
feels that Jesus may have had proportionally more to say 
about the national destiny than that for which his reporters 
gave him credit. It is his conviction ttthat the testimony 
of Jesus is the spirit of prophecy.nl 
Cadbury also sees ·a close parallel in the utilitar-
ianism of the teachings of Jesus and the prophets. He says, 
ttThe level of eudaemonism is their great moral lever.n2 
The lesson of rewards and punishments is evident, not only 
as an observed fact, but it is appealed to as a motive. 
The only difference, says Cadbury, between Jesus and the 
prophets in this respect is that the latter appeals mainly 
to the nation, and retribution is to come this side of the 
grave. 
Cadbury concludes his historical analogy on the 
relationship of Jesus to the prophets by saying: 
This method is not to deny the individuality 
either of Jesus or his several forerunners, yet 
it should, in the writer's judgment, lead to a 
more penetrating and saner view of his person-
ality. In particular it is likely to counter-
act the current unreality in thinking of him as 
1. ~., p. 616. 
2. Ibid., p. 617. 
one more self-conscious, analytical, and logical 
than are even the theologians themselves who, 
having discovered what he means to the world, 
imagine that he must therefore have meant the 
same to himself. It will reclaim him as one of 
like passions with the prophets, like mental 
processes, and like limitations of conscious 
self-analysis, self-direction and logic.l 
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This section has tried to indicate Cadbury's assumption 
that Jesus stood in the best line of the prophetic tradition, 
and that the prophets furnish for us the real key to a 
better understanding of the historical Jesus. It was 
pointed out that one should seek to know more about Jesus 
through the study of the prophets because they were closer 
to Jesus than we are by more than a thousand years; they 
belong to the same racial, cultural and religious group as 
he; their world view was more like his than ours; their 
works were more extensive and their thoughts more inti-
mately revealed than are his; and that one can more objec-
tively study the prophets than Jesus. 
It also was explained that Cadbury found a number 
of parallels between Jesus 1 method of teaching and the 
prophets' method. Thus, the matter of national prediction 
which involved the pronouncement of doom was very similar 
to that of the prophets. Jesus, like the prophets, was 
particularly vociferous against the religious leaders 1 
hypocrisy and the minute legalistic requirements of the law. 
Jesus felt the sense of rejection much like the prophets of 
1. Ibid., p. 622. 
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old. Jesus, like the prophets, was not a political fore-
caster or a keen student of political affairs; but, like 
the prophets, he was first and foremost a religious or moral 
preacher whose prediction of doom was an expression of moral 
duty which, if taken as intended, would cause people to 
repent. Jesus' call to repentance is to be seen in this 
same way; the main difference here being that judgment with 
the prophets would be meted out this side of the grave and 
was more directed to the nation. However, it is also pointed 
out that personal responsibility, in addition to national 
responsibility, can be traced as far back as Jeremiah and 
Ezekiel. 
ii. His Relationship to John the Baptist 
To the writer's knowledge, Cadbury does not discuss 
specifically the relationship of Jesus to John the Baptist. 
By inference and some few references it would appear that 
what has been said about Jesus' relationship to the 
prophets and the Jewish rabbis would be true also of his 
connection to John. John is certainly considered to be in 
the prophetic tradition and a child of his own environment. 
Some contrasts are to be seen, but hardly any basic dif-
ferences. For instance, both were criticized, but for 
opposite reasons. "Those who disposed of John's austerity 
as insanity criticized Jesus• unascetic life when he came 
1eating and drinking'; Jesus quotes them as calling him 
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"a gluttonous man and a winebibber' ••• nl They showed 
hostility to and rejection of both the ascetic John and the 
more socially tolerant Jesus. There was nothing unusual 
about this, for this was the general pattern among the 
prophets of old. That Jesus and John were concerned with 
some of the same questions the rabbis were, is seen in the 
following statement! 
No doubt Hillel, John the Baptist, Gamaliel 
and Akiba had occasion to speak about 
covetousness, lust, anger, revenge, 
censoriousness and other like subjects. 
To know that topics like these were in the 
air confirms as accurate the impression 
given by the gospels2that Jesus also was concerned with them. 
Jesus, like John and the prophets before him, con-
demned the religious hypocrisy of the leaders. Cadbury 
asserts that frequently an incident recorded about John 
is a prelude or a setting for an incident about Jesus. 
John's fatal criticism of Herod and Herodias 
led most directly to the question put to 
Jesus, 'Is it lawful for a man to put away 
his wife and marry another? 1 The point is 
not that Jesus' answer coincides or conflicts 
with one or another contemporary answer, but 
that the subjects on which he spoke and 
thought are the subjects of contemporary 
thought and teaching.3 
1. Henry J. Cadbury, Jesus) What Manner of Man (N.Y.: 
Macmillan Company, 1948 , p. 10. 
2. Ibid., p. 12. 
3. Cadbury, The Peril of Modernizing Jesus, p. 65. 
The 
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Regarding Jesus' concept of the kingdom of God, Cadbury 
says: 
With respect to the coming of God's Kingdom 
his anticipation may have been more like 
John the Baptist's than that of the so-called 
zealots and their revolutionary forerunners.l 
Of course, the first question which comes to one's mind on 
this last statement is, "What was Johnts concept of the 
coming kingdom?" Cadbury does not proceed to define this. 
It may be that he would agree with Archibald Hunter's 
description of John and his message. 
John, the son of Zacharias and Elisabeth, was 
an ascetic, an apocalyptist and a prophet. 
Especially the last; in him the voice of 
prophecy silent for centuries rang out again 
like a trumpet. • • • In dress he recalled 
Elijah; in message and temper, Amos: a strong, 
blunt, fearless man--'no shaking reed, no soft 
courtier,' as Jesus would say of him •••• 
The burden of his message was 'wrath to come' 
• • • The day of doom was at hand. In that 
day God would judge men by His Messiah and 
winnow the wheat from the chaff •.•• In 
short, John's message was: 'The Day of 
Judgment is about to dawn. The Messiah is 
coming. Repent--or be damned.2 
In concluding this short section, it is evident that 
no detailed comparison can be made between Jesus and John. 
It would appear, as indicated already, that there is 
apparently no basic difference or conflict to be seen here. 
Any differences would be superficial and insignificant. 
1. Ibid • , p • 66 • 
2. Archibald M. Hunter, The Work and Words of Jesus 
(Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1950), p. 34. 
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At least both fit well into the wide variety and range of 
prophetic Judaism characteristic of Palestine. Jesus and 
John stand in the best of the prophetic tradition. Having 
a thorough understanding of this tradition will furnish us 
with the proper key to the understanding of the historical 
Jesus. This is Cadbury•s basic conclusion. 
iii. Conclusion 
This section has endeavored to state Cadbury•s views 
on the Jewishness of Jesus. To repeat, he sees Jesus as 
a Jew of the first century and, as such, a child of his own 
age and environment. That he had much in common with his 
contemporaries is an a priori conclusion from what we know 
about first century Judaism. In fact, there is nothing to 
be found in Jesus, whether in his categories of thought or 
his subjects of discussion, which cannot be found in the 
Judaism of the first century. The Jewishness of the record, 
when checked by other contemporary sources, is interpreted 
as giving a rather true picture of first century Palestine, 
and, as such, it 11 turns out to be a rather striking argument 
for a degree of historical probability in the ancient 
records."l Jesus' method of argument can be paralleled by 
both Old Testament prophets and the rabbis. In fact, there 
is really nothing unique about Jesus which cannot be equated 
with either the prophets or the Jewish rabbis. 
1. The Peril of Modernizing Jesus, p. 66. 
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Cadbury is quite convinced about the Jewishness of 
Jesus. He quotes Wellhausen to further support his argument. 
ttJesus was not a Christian: he was a Jew. He 
did not preach a new faith, but taught men to 
do the will of God; and in his opinion, as 
also in that of the Jews, the will of God was 
to be found in the Law of Moses and in the 
other books of Scripture. 111 
In an attempt to evaluate Cadbury 1 s treatment on the 
Jewishness of Jesus, it seems appropriate to ask a number 
of questions. Why did some of Jesus 1 contemporaries find 
in him--a Palestinian Jew, a nchild of his environment tt 
whose method and content of teaching was neither unique 
nor original--a quality of personality and a dynamic which 
placed him above Isaiah, Jeremiah, or any of the other Old 
Testament prophets? Was it not good Jewish practice to 
glorify a past filled with great personalities? This is 
more or less a universal practice common to mankind. Could 
it be that Cadbury has overemphasized the Jewishness of the 
records in building a case for the Jewishness of Jesus? 
Were there no significant influences on the gospels from the 
Greek world of thought? When the gospels were written the 
Christian movement had quite outgrown the boundaries of 
Palestine, including Pharisaic Judaism. Therefore, is 
Cadbury's case for the Jewishness of the gospels as strong 
1. Henry J. Cadbury, Jesus, What Manner of Man, pp. 59-60, 
quoting Julius Wellhausen, Einleitung in die drei ersten 
Evangelien (1905), p. 113. 
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as he suggests? Perhaps, in his careful attempt to place 
Jesus in the Jewish environment, Cadbury has trimmed down 
Jesus too much. Do the records, even allowing for editorial 
emendations, justify such conclusions? 
In a review of Shirley Jackson Case's Jesus, a New 
Biography, Cadbury, in speaking of the religious life of 
Jesus, says of Case: 
He finds in him the term 'prophet• the most 
fruitful analogy for his experiences. He 
places him in the religion of Judaism and 
hints at some of the inner characteristics 
of his life. One wonders whether his picture 
is reliable. If one rejects with Case so 
much of the gospel material, is there matter 
enough to appraise his inner life?l 
One might ask the same question of Cadbury in his 
strong emphasis on the Jewishness of Jesus. As previously 
stated, with reference to his treatment on motive criticism, 
Cadbury says: "It may [or may not] accord perfectly with 
fact but the selection or survival of the item has been 
determined consciously or unconsciously by its serviceable-
ness.n2 If these pericopae were chosen for their service-
ableness primarily, can we rely on them for establishing the 
Jewishness of the Gospels? Especially does this pose 
questions in view of the fact that the gospels were written 
after the Christian movement had spread well into the 
Greco-Homan environment~ 
1. Journal of Religion, 8(1928), 134. 
2. Supra, p. 34. 
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What has been said thus far about Jesus in his Jewish 
environment does not justify the conclusion that Jesus was 
unique in any sense, according to Cadbury. If one accepts 
this conclusion, then it seems that he must account for the 
exalted status of Jesus after the resurrection and the 
eventual success of that once-defeated group of disciples. 
How is one to account for the origin, as well as the success, 
of the early church aside from some unique· quality in the 
personality of Jesus? What was the dynamic which drove 
those early witnesses beyond the narrow confines of Pales-
tinian Judaism to establish the Gemeinde in the very centers 
of Greek and Roman culture? Had not other Jewish prophets 
or rabbis appeared who seemed better qualified, or at least 
better recognized? Yet, they failed to spark the imagina-
tion, the faith, and the loyalty which Jesus evoked from 
those early followers of the Way. Even though it may be 
granted that Jesus was well-emersed in the Jewish environ-
ment with its prophetic tradition, is it not possible that 
he differed with it in some ways, thereby, justifying the 
contention that he was unique in some respects? 
2. Jesus' Method of Teaching 
i. Parables 
Perhaps the most characteristic method of Jesust 
teaching was his use of the parable. One would like to find 
something unique in Jesus at this point, but such is not the 
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case, according to Cadbury. Here, again, Jesus ~its well 
into the Jewish environment and di~~ers little, i~ any, 
~rom his contemporaries. John Erskine, a student o~ litera-
ture, is cited as a typical example o~ the common desire to 
~ind in the parables o~ Jesus something unique in literature. 
11There is nothing in literature quite like 
the parables o~ Jesus. He created the ~orm, 
and though attempts are made to imitate him, 
the ~orm remains his alone. • . • Literature 
~urnishes us no close parallels and no rivals 
to these per~ect compositions. They can be 
explained by no study o~ previous authors.nl 
Cadbury reminds one that the parables o~ Jesus may 
appear to be unique ~or those whose knowledge o~ literature 
is limited only to the classics, the Bible, and modern 
writings; but to one who is acquainted with ~irst century 
Judaism, they present a striking con~ormity to the style o~ 
the rabbis. 
I~ better in~ormed, he would have to acknowledge 
that the parables are precisely characteristic 
o~ contemporary Judaism and, so ~ar ~rom being 
an evidence o~ Jesust originality, they are 
rather typical o~ his Jewishness in method and 
manner.2 
The same is said with re~erence to the content o~ the 
parables. Herein one sees a ~ull picture o~ contemporary 
li~e in Palestine during the days o~ Jesus. Cadbury 
1. Cadbury, Jesus: What Manner o~ Man, p. 34, n. 1, quoting 
John Erskine, The Human Li~e o~ Jesus (1945), pp. 105 
and 129 respectively. 
2. Jesus: What Manner o~ Man, p. 34. 
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maintains that these parables are second only to the papyri 
of Egypt as sources of information on contemporary Jewish 
life. 1 
To buttress further his argument that the parables are 
part and parcel of Jewish thought life, Cadbury quotes A. M. 
Fairbairn. 
nHis discourses have so marvellous a hold on 
reality that their place, their time, and their 
whole social environment may be seen reflected 
as in a mirror. • • • The whole Jewish world 
is there, a compact, coherent, living world, 
which we can re-articulate, re-vivify, and 
visualize, even though the magic mirror in 
which we behold it is th~ teaching Which reveals 
the kingdom of Heaven.~ 
The argument which contends that Jesus' parables are 
more polished and vivid than those of the rabbis is refuted 
in the reply that they only appear so because they are more 
familiar. 
It is easy enough to claim that they are 
better, more vivid, less academic than those 
of the rabbis, but it is not easy to vindicate 
such claims as free from the bias of our 
greater familiarity with them and from purely 
subjective judgment.3 
Cadbury admits that they may be less legal, academic or 
scholastic than those of the rabbis~ However, he says, 
1. Peril of Modernizing Jesus, p. 200, note 4. 
2. Peril of Modernizing Jesus, p. 200, note 4, quoting from 
The Philosophy of the Christian Reliiion (N.Y.: The 
Macmillan Company, 1902), pp. 383-38 • 
3. Jesus: What Manner of Man, p. 34. 
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"The rabbinic parallels with their similar interrogative 
introduction, with their assortment of king parables and 
with even closer likeness in occasional details again remind 
us how the records of Jesus fit the literary genus of his 
time and place. til 
Cadbury states that in all probability the parables 
of Jesus and those of the rabbis had a much closer resem-
blance at first than they do now in the gospels and the 
Talmud. In other words, in the process of the transmission 
of the tradition, both suffered some alteration in the 
direction of lessening the resemblances. This is said to 
be true especially of the rabbinic tradition, since the 
transmitters of that material were noted for their nsomewhat 
prosy pruning." Luke is credited with improving some of the 
features of his material with vivid touches. The atmosphere 
of the Greek drama may have influenced the story of the 
Prodigal Son; the parable on humility had as its setting 
the question of chief seats; the Lost Sheep was prompted by 
the charge that Jesus was too friendly with sinners. Thus, 
the setting of the parable which Luke characteristically 
gives, and some of the picturesque details, may well have 
been modified from the original, thus lessening the resem-
blances to those of the rabbis.2 
1. The Peril of Modernizing Jesus, p. 58. 
2. Jesus: What Manner of Man, pp. 34-35, 37. 
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One cannot claim for Jesus any uniqueness with ref-
erence to the sources of his thought. Neither can one prove 
that "Jesus had a love of nature--the birds and the lilies--
and that he haunted the hills to look from nature to naturets 
God.nl His teachings were not necessarily based upon per-
sonal experiences. 
It is really going too far to suppose that 
everything Jesus said was based upon personal 
experience--whether of an ox languishing on 
the sabbath or of a wounded victim of highway-
men, or of a ne~ghbor's importunity at midnight, 
or of bridesma~ excluded from a wedding.2 
Although Jesus used illustrations from Scripture, he cannot 
be accused of being bookish; though he used illustrations 
from everyday life and of nature, he cannot be credited with 
originality or uniqueness. 
On the matter of the love of nature and the part it 
is said to have played as a source of Jesus• parables, 
Cadbury says this is a modern concept. 
The love of nature, in the sense in which it 
has been felt since the romantic movement, 
appears to have been absent from the ancient 
world. This may be hard for us to believe, 
but it is probably true, and we had better 
accept it and prepare ourselves to meet 
things still harder to believe.3 
One also is frustrated, according to Cadbury, if he 
seeks to find in the parables of the kingdom of God--which 
1. Ibid., pp. 35-36. 
2. Ibid., p. 36. 
3. Ibid., pp. 36-37. 
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occupy so much of Jesus• teaching--some mark of originality 
or distinctiveness; nor is this concept, in some way or 
other, basic to all the parables of Jesus. On the surface, 
he says that this looks authoritative enough, and there .is 
no denying the frequency of the phrase nkingdom of Godrt in 
the teachings of Jesus. But he says: 
Entirely apart from the parables, that term 
would play an important part in any study of 
the terminology of Jesus. Almost everything 
that Jesus said can be associated with the 
kingdom. But I must express my feeling that a 
term like that was so conventional and so 
inclusive that it would be a mistake to expect 
to find the key to Jesus• interest by our own 
attempt to narrow the term, whether etymo-
logical or exegetical. • • • The so-called 
parables of the kingdom are no special portion 
of Jesus' teaching. They are no more limited 
to the kingdom than those without that phrase.l 
ii. The Quantitative Measure 
Although parables may have been a favorite method 
employed by Jesus, it was not the only method he used in 
teaching. Not only should one look at the gospels, he 
should consider contemporary Judaism's ~fortiori argument 
known as the nlight and the heavyn which was used so much 
by the rabbis.2 This was a kind of comparison or argument 
which started from the smaller and proceeded to the greater. 
1. Ibid., pp. 38-39. 
2 • Ibid • , p • 18 • 
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Several familiar passages are cited from the Sermon on the 
Mount which also illustrate this method. 
If God so clothe the grass • • • shall he not 
much more clothe you? 
If ye being evil know how to give good gifts 
to your children, how much more shall your 
Father which is in heaven? • • • 
Not a sparrow falls to the ground • • • you are 
of more value than many sparrows. 
Behold the birds of the heaven • • • your 
heavenly Father feeds them • • • Are not 
you of much more value than they?l 
Then, there is another kind of argument, though within 
the same category, which uses the simple considerations of 
equivalence in a type of mathematical equation, illustrated 
by these familiar passages? 
The measure you give is the measure you get. 
Freely you have received, freely give. 
If you forgive not men their trespasses neither 
will your heavenly Father forgive you. 
He that receives you receives me, and he that 
receives me receives him that sent me.2 
This type of comparative method of teaching causes 
Cadbury to believe that Jesus had a kind of quantitative 
mentality. He says: 
The familiarity of these passages and indeed 
their naturalness should not prevent us from 
recognizing in them what for lack of a better 
term I can only call a kind of mathematical 
logic. They show in Jesus' mind, if they are 
genuine, a kind of quantitative mentality--
1. Jesus: What Manner of Man, p. 18. 
2. Ibid., p. 19. 
a tendency to deal with moral truth in terms 
of measure or size.l 
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Cadbury suggests that this quantitative element remains 
even when Jesus follows an opposite course and speaks in the 
form of paradoxes. 
He that is least in the kingdom of heaven is 
greater than John. 
He that is greatest among you shall be your 
servant. 
Whosoever shall break one of these least 
commandments and shall teach men so shall 
he be c~lled least in the kingdom of 
heaven. 
Jesus' fondness for the use of the proverbial super-
latives of smallness and largeness, although unoriginal 
and conventional, are cited also as suggesting a quan-
titative thinking. 
Cadbury indicates that one should view Jesus• use of 
the parable in this quantitative type of thinking Which was 
so characteristic of the rabbis. Thus, it is felt that he 
may have combined in many instances the quantitative, or 
mathematical, with the argument of analogy characteristic 
of the parable. 
He argues from human behavior and from the 
processes of nature to spiritual truths. He 
does not hesitate to infer that what man does 
God also will do, or will be even more likely 
to do. A churlish parent does not answer a 
son's petition for bread or fish by offering 
useless objects. A lazy neighbor and an unjust 
judge ultimately respond to importunity. A 
l. ~., p. 20. 
2. Ibid. 
shepherd seeks a lost.sheep with energy even 
when ninety-nine others are perfectly safe. 
How much more will God care for the requests 
and·needs of his human childrenll 
13lt 
Cadbury suggests that some people like to attribute 
the abundance of the figurative language in the records--
parable, simile, or metaphor--to a natural selectiveness 
in the memory of his first hearers. But he feels that it 
goes even deeper than this, and suggests that Jesus may 
have regularly thought in these terms himself. 
Whether by induction or by illustration, 
spiritual truth came to him in close 
association with the observable data of 
outward life. He assumed a kind of mathe-
matical consistency between the natural world 
and the spiritual, a consistency so taken for 
granted that he was scarcely aware of making 
the transition. His teaching merely called 
his hearers' attention to the application or 
extension of acknowledged tangible data. 
"From the fig tree learn its parable,rr he 
said, and he expected his hearers to do 
the same with all trees, with all nature and 
with the social life of men. It is evident, 
for example, that a kingdom divided against 
itself cannot stand. It must be equally 
evident that demons are not cast out by 
Beelzebub. It is evident that one does 
not gather figs of thistles. So clearly an 
evil man cannot produce good fruit.2 
Jesus' insights into spiritual truth are not to be 
considered unique or qualitatively different from the 
scientist, the poet, or the inspired prophet or teacher 
who, with a keen sense of analogy, can move from the obvious 
1. Ibid., p. 21. 
2. Ibid • , p • 22. 
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and simple to the enigmatic and profound; from the more 
observable experience without, to the less obvious experi-
ence within. It is this kind of mathematical logic which 
is most characteristic of the mind of Jesus, according to 
Cadbury. 
There is another kind of thinking which comes under 
this same kind of quantitative measure in the sayings 
attributed to Jesus. Cadbury calls it the principle of 
"proportionate duty.nl This principle is in contrast to 
the Mosaic or even modern law which has a tendency to 
require of all persons the same. We find Jesus saying, 
n•To whomsoever much is given, of him shall much be re-
quired; And to whom they commit much, of him will they 
ask the more.' n2 
Not only was this disproportionate principle common 
with the older Jewish legalism which was clearly expressed 
in such sayings as an neye for an eye and a tooth for a 
tooth,n but according to the records, it was still common 
during the days of Jesus. Cadbury cites the parable of the 
man who hired several laborers successively to work in the 
vineyard and who at the end of the day, instead of paying 
them proportionately, has Jesus representing the employer 
as giving to the last one the same wage as those who had 
l. Ibid., p. 23. 
2. Ibid. 
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borne the heat of the day.l This certainly is different 
from the principle of giving to each a fair share, comensu-
rate with the amount of work which he did, that seems to 
characterize the attitude of Jesus in the gospels. 
To those that were given much, of them much would be 
required. Here, Cadbury suggests, there may be something 
more exacting than proportionate responsibility to those who 
are highly privileged. He says, nwe might assume a kind of 
surtax in the moral realm that goes up more steeply than on 
a scale of exact proportion. u2 Numerous examples of well-
known incidents are cited to support the proposition that 
Jesus• remarks were directed toward the more privileged 
groups. The rich are shamed by the widow•s mite. Priest 
and Levite are eclipsed by a mere Samaritan. The well-
behaved older brother is less the hero than the humble and 
penitent prodigal son. More faithful servants will be found 
for the Lord's vineyard than the regular ones; and others 
than those first invited will eat of the prepared meal.3 
Other examples are cited in favor of this proposition. 
Cadbury feels there is reason to believe that Jesus did not 
criticize so much the pretensions of the Pharisees as he did 
1. Ibid., p. 24. 
2. Jesus: What Manner of Man, p. 25. 
3. Ibid. 
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their failure to live up to their own standards and their 
own rich heritage. 
He requires no less than they did, but rather 
more--a righteousness that exceeds the 
righteousness of the scribes and Pharisees. 
Even on the level of equality the publicans 
and harlots are justified rather than the 
pharisees in their response to John the · 
Baptist. From praying in the temple a 
publican goes down justified rather than 
does the Pharisees, but not because the 
Publican is not a sinner, or the Pharisee 
not in many ways exemplary.l 
Cadbury goes a little further on this matter of 
proportionate duty which involves greater responsibility 
from those who are especially blessed or favored, and 
suggests that Jesus' nmoral surtaxrt may call for an "excess 
' 
in virtue. 11 He quotes a noted Jewish scholar to support 
this proposition. 
"Jesus teaches an excess in virtue, an excess 
in forebearance, an excess in giving and 
yielding. He does--and here is originality--
very often oppose the principle of measure for 
measure, and it is against this principle that 
he is speaking here. tMatt. 5:38-41) Virtue, 
the full virtue of a disciple, is an excess, 
a full devotion, an overflowing measure; even 
Aristotle, who laid down the doctrine of 
virtue being a mean, had also to point out that 
this very mean is itself, in some sense, an 
excess.n2 
That Jesus demanded an excess in the matter of social 
relationships seems to be borne out by a number of passages 
1. ~., pp. 25-26. 
2. Jesus: What Manner of Man, p. 28, quoting C. G. Montefiore, 
Rabbinic Literature and Gospel Teaching (London: 
Macmillan and Company, Ltd., 1930), p. 52. 
which are cited from Luke and the parallel passages in 
Matthew. 
Love your enemies, do good to them that hate 
you, bless them that curse you, pray for them 
that despitefully use you. • • • And if ye 
love them that love you, what thank have ye? 
For even sinners love those that love them. 
And if ye do good to them that do good to 
you, what thank have ye? for even sinners 
do the same. And if ye lend to them of whom 
ye hope to receive again as much. But love 
your enemies, and do them good, and lend never 
despairing. Lu. 6:32-35. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
For if ye love them that love you, what reward 
have ye? Do not even the publicans the same? 
And if ye salute your brethren only, what do 
ye more? Do not even the Gentiles the same? 
Matt. 6:46-47.1 
Cadbury believes that Matthew•s "What do ye more?n 
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is equivalent to Montefiore 1 s term nexcess, u and that this 
is the question Jesus asks his followers. Cadbury is aware 
of the fact that there are a number of problems within the 
teachings of Jesus which this principle does not consider, 
such as the effect of this great generosity on the evil 
doer, or the moral responsibility of the less favored or 
underprivileged. However, he feels there is no mistaking 
its meaning for the favored. 
The principle, as Jesus enunciates it, is 
simple and direct--it is a demand for a 
surplus. [ Underlining mine.] The differentia 
of the Christian is the extra, that is the 
extraordinary. We may say that the sign 
of Christianity is a plus sign •••• 
1. Jesus: What Manner of Man, pp. 28-29. 
There is perpetual refreshment to the 
Christian spirit in this reminder of the 
teaching of Jesus. It has been called by 
a well-known American preacher the principle 
of the second mile or of unenforceable obli-
gation. If we try to inculcate only enforce-
able rules we cannot live up even to them. 
It is necessary to aim at more if we would 
achieve even the mi~um. • • • When men 
insist that the hard sayings of Jesus are 
not rules to be obeyed, not a code of laws, 
they are quite right, yet that does not 
make our task easier but harder. For 
Christianity is something more.l 
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If Cadbury agrees with Montefiore at this point, 
which he apparently does, then in our study thus far 
originality or uniqueness can be attributed to Jesus only 
in this area of his demands of excess or surplus upon those 
who would be called by his name. In this, Jesus differs 
from his contemporaries; herein lies his uniqueness. This 
question will be discussed in more detail in a subsequent 
section. 
iii. Conclusion 
These two brief sections on Jesus• method of teaching 
revealed his favorite met~ to be that of the parable which 
involved comparison by analogy, and the quantitative test 
which employed a kind of mathematical logic. It was pointed 
out that the use of the parable was not original with Jesus; 
it was commonly employed by the Jewish rabbis of his day, 
who were especially fond of the a fortiori argument. Cadbury 
1. Ibid., pp. 30-31. 
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felt that Jesus had a kind of quantitative mentality which 
resulted in several kinds of·arguments to convey his teach-. 
ings. There was the a fortiori argument, a movement from 
the smaller to the greater, characterized by such a saying 
as this t 11 If God so clothe the grass • • • shall he not 
much more clothe youn? There was simple consideration of 
equivalence: "The measure you give is the measure you get.n 
There was the proportionate duty: "To whomsoever much is 
given, of him shall much be required.rr Then, there was 
what Cadbury calls the nmoral surtaxn--a demand for an 
excess or surplus of virtue from those who followed him. 
Such passages which suggest that one love his enemies, turn 
the other cheek, go the sec·ond mile, etc. are cited in 
support of this. 
Originality cannot be claimed for Jesus·in his teaching 
method in any unique sense. At times he seems to combine the 
process of analogy with the quantitative argument, but this 
hardly justifies the conclusion that he was unique, according 
to Cadbury. If any uniqueness is to be attributed to Jesus, 
it is in the matter of "excess virtuen or moral surplus--
going the second mile and turning the other cheek. 
One question which seems to be pertinent at this point 
is the relevance of this principle for our modern day. Can we, 
not only as individuals but nations as well, follow this 
principle? Cadbury admits that this is indeed a hard saying. 
Nevertheless, is one excused from this obligation? The 
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implication is that one is not excused if he calls himself 
Christian. This interpretation seems to be the fundamental 
basis for pacificism. There seems to be good evidence that 
Jesus and the early Christians were pacifistic in their 
attitude toward armed conflict. However, it should be remem-
O'Ert~~td ;that · they were a minority group and it would have 
been disastrous, in all probability, to have tried revolt 
against the Romans. One also likes to ponder what the 
attitude of Jesus and his followers would have been if they 
had not been a minority group. Would they have viewed war 
in the same way? Or would they have assumed an "ethic of 
responsibilityrrl toward less powerful nations who were being 
overrun by the strong? Obviously, one cannot know the answer 
to this question, for it is another one of the 11ifs" of 
history. However, it is a question one should ask himself. 
Should one take this principle of Jesus as a universal law 
to be observed in our day of extreme international tension 
and intrigue? Ruthless and unscrupulous ideologies challenge 
the very foundations upon which our ideals and civilization 
rest. 
Thus, one looks in vain to try to find in Jesus• use 
of the parable, or the quantitative method, some unique 
features which would differentiate him from his contemporaries. 
1. I am indebted to William H. Bernhardt, head of the 
Philosophy Department at the Iliff School of Theology, 
Denver, Colorado, for this.concept. 
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That this method was a favorite method with him is obvious 
from the records. That the content of his teachings was 
uniquely different from those of the prophets or the rabbis 
is hardly justified, according to Cadbury. As a matter of 
fact, as was indicated earlier, Cadbury feels that the real 
basis of Jesus' conflict with his contemporaries was due to 
their common interest which provided a common meeting ground. 
3. The Originality and the Religion of Jesus 
i. Originality of Jesus 
Although originality, or the uniqueness, of Jesus has 
been discussed in some detail in the above sections and will 
be discussed further in some of the subsequent sections, 
more specific attention should be given it at this point 
since it is one of the basic assumptions Cadbury challenges 
in much of his writing. 
Uniqueness or originality of Jesus is assumed on the 
basis of theological presupposition many times, rather than 
on historical evidence.. Thus to assume that Jesus was more 
than human necessitates attributing to him unique or at 
least unfamiliar qualities frequently equated with divinity. 
This is Cadbury•s criticism. He suggests that it would be 
much more accurate to try first to establish some historical 
uniqueness, an almost impossible task of one so ancient as 
Jesus, and then to draw the metaphysical inferences. He 
says: 
Any assertion o~ absolute uniqueness or 
originality can hardly rest on ~ull knowledge, 
especially ~or a ~igure so ancient as Jesus. 
Whenever one says, ttJeremiah was the ~irst 
person in history to think this or that" or 
nplato was the only person to do so and so,n 
we really mean the ~irst or the only one that 
we know of. I~ we go beyond that we are 
guilty o~ the ~allacy o~ the argument ~rom 
silence. We employ our own ignorance in the 
interests o~ some superlative claim--o~ 
priority or originality or uniqueness. It is 
natural to do so but it is arguing ~rom inade-
quate historical evidence.l 
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Thus, what appears to be original merely seems so because o~ 
our ignorance or ~amiliarity. "At this distance what 
seems to us distinctive in Jesus may have been to his 
hearers commonplace and vice versa.n2 This is, o~ course, 
a major premise o~ Cadbury, as already indicated. Jesus 
was a Jew and, as such, a product o~ his environment. He 
di~~ered little, i~ any, ~rom his contemporaries in method 
or content o~ teaching. 
Cadbury mentions two areas in which originality is 
assumed ~or Jesus: the power o~ his influence which resulted 
in the strength and longevity of the Christian movement, and 
the hostility which Jesus incured.3 0~ the ~ormer he says: 
If the Christian movement is to be accounted 
for, a unique personality seems demanded, a 
biological sport in the process of history, 
not merely a revival o~ old prophetism, or 
1. Jesus: What Manner o~ Man, p. 55. 
2. Ibid. 
3. Ibid., pp. 56-57. 
the fortunate concatenation of forces in the 
Levantine culture of the First Century. The 
idea that new grows out of old is not so 
popular as the idea that nothing new can exist 
without a really new factor, and in the case of 
Christianity a novelty commensurate to the 
strength and longevity of the ~ovement is 
sought in the person of Jesus.~ 
Of the latter he says: 
I have often wondered just how different a man 
must be in order to be hanged for it. We are 
increasingly aware in modern times of the 
Jewishness· of Jesus. He moved within the field 
of thought current in First Century Judaism. 
If he had been a total alien he might have been 
less suspected and feared. The bitterest con-
troversy is often over the narrowest margin. 
There must be some difference between enemies, 
rivalry of conflicting self-interest if nothing 
more; but it need not be great or significant. 
The differentia of Jesus that would estrange 
the Jews might be quite different from what 
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would "found" the church, and in neither case 
need his position have been very different from 
the position of other Jews, either quantitatively 
or qualitatively.2 
Thus, in these two areas Cadbury sees no justification 
for any originality of Jesus. A revival of old prophetism 
or a combination of a series of forces within the culture 
of the East might explain the assumed influence of Jesus 
and the subsequent Christian movement. The argument of 
hostility may very well indicate similarities rather than 
differences between Jesus and his contemporaries. 
Originality is to be ruled out with reference to a 
comparison between the gospel teaching and rabbinic 
l. Ibid. , p • 57. 
2. Ibid. 
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literature, though this has the hazard o~ subjective judg-
ment and prejudice. 
Where the two agree the gospels are prior, 
but not enough earlier to indicate that the 
Jewish material is borrowed ~rom the Christian. 
Coincidence or earlier common inheritance--
albeit unrecorded--is a more plausible 
explanation o~ similarity. Uniqueness or 
originality are there~ore ruled out. The 
di~~erences are the things distinctive or 
characteristic o~ either side. • • • On 
both sides the d~~erences between the 
teachings o~1Jesus and o~ Judaism have been exaggerated. 
One o~ the distinctive, though not original, ~eatures 
o~ Jesus' teaching nwas the sense o~ urgency which the 
apocalyptic outlook gives his words, and according to 
Monte~iore there is a notable intensity and glow about 
them."2 0~ course, it is well known by those who have 
studied the history o~ apocalypticism that this is one o~ 
its characteristics, and Jesus' ~ollowers hardly could 
have claimed originality ~or him in this area. 
With re~erence to the Law, Cadbury says that since 
Jesus did not break with it, but was more independent, he 
merely was less consistent than his opponents and, there-
~ore, only seemed to be more original. The two great Jewish 
scholars, Claude Monte~iore and Joseph Klausner, upon whom 
Cadbury has relied heavily, especially the ~ormer, are 
quoted at some length to point out Jesus' inconsistency. 
1. Ibid • , p .. 59 • 
2. Ibid . , p • 60. 
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Montefiore praises Jesus for his boldness, Klausner con-
demns him for his irresponsible indifference to the main-
tenance of Jewish culture.l But neither of these Jewish 
scholars finds justification in the records for attributing 
uniqueness to Jesus. The possible exception is Montefiore's 
attributing to Jesus 1 teaching an ttexcess in virtuerr already 
referred to.2 Yet this difference is not a difference of 
quality, but of quantity--not of kind, but of degree. 
Cadbury questions whether or not novelty has any 
inherent value in the field of morals and religion. He 
suggests that one should select and emphasize the best in 
the old, rather than look always ~or the new. E. F. Scott 
is quoted to support the view which equates the originality 
and innovations common in the scientific field with that 
which should be true 1 a -:t-Y~ in the field of morals and 
religion. But Scott denies this contention. 
"So we take for granted that if Jesus was 
original he also must have contributed certain 
ideas which were specifically new. For an 
ethical teacher, however, this was impossible. 
From the beginning men had been concerned with 
the great moral questions. • • • In Judaism 
they had been discerned with marvelous insight 
by a long succession of great thinkers, and a 
noble and comprehensive moral code had been 
built up, on the basis of the ten commandments. 
Jesus therefore had all his materials ready to 
his hand. It was the very proof of his 
originality that he was content to work with 
1. ~., pp. 61-62. 
2. Supra, p. 137. 
them as they were. The temptation o£ in£erior 
moralists, as o£ second-rate poets and artists, 
is to despise what lies before them and strain 
at novelty and paradox. These cheap substitutes 
£or originality are pain£ully £amiliar to us in 
our own day. Jesus did not resort to them. He 
perceived that everything was.given in those 
truths which men knew already .••• rrl 
Even i£ originality could be established £or Jesus, 
Cadbury says that it would not give us a better measure o£ 
his person and worth. 
We shall do well not to seek with great desire 
£or the originality o£ Jesus or to exaggerate 
what we find. It will provide no criterion o£ 
his greatness or of his contribution to history. 
The most original persons in modern society are 
rightly or wrongly to be found in our institutions 
for the insane. In Jesus we shall look for what 
was distinguished if not distinctive, what was 
characteristic and sui generis, rather than £or 
something that would seem to us or his con-
temporaries original or novel. Fidelity to the 
best of the past, moral maturity, good balance 
and sensible judgment are rare enough at all 
times and may well have elicited in the First 
Cen~ury~ as in our own, surprise and deserved 
pra~se.~ 
Although Cadbury is not willing to grant originality 
or uniqueness to Jesus·' he does choose some other terms 
which he feels more accurately portray his personality and 
better describe any di££erentia that might be ascribed to 
him. He chooses the terms radical, intense, extreme,3 and 
1. "The Originality of Jesus' Ethical Teaching," Journal of 
Biblical Literature, 49(1929), 111-112, cited by Cadbury, 
Jesus: What Manner o£ Man, pp. 65-66. 
2. Ibid. , p. 67. 
3. Ibid. 
feels that there is sufficient evidence for this in the 
records. To the modern, informed Jew tthe seems extreme, 
intense or one-sided.ul W. Bousset is quoted as saying: 
ttJesus was fond of exhibiting things in all 
their forbidding harshness, one-sideness and 
crudity. • • . A better understanding of some 
of the sharpest and most daring sayings of 
Jesus is obtained when we grasp the fact that 
they are consciously one-sided and paradoxical. 
• • • What he preached was the ethics of 
heroism, of absolute unquestioning enthusiasm. 
• • • His magnificent and unbounded moral one-
sideness did constitute a danger to the 
maintenance of law and order. • • • What Jesus 
had to do was to break a passage for the higher 
moral view, to liberate the higher world from 
the lower one ever~ day. And then one-sidedness 
may be in season.n 
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That Jesus was an extremist who was radical and often 
intense in his demands has already been indicated in the 
matter of "moral surtax,n or Montefiore's 11 excess of 
virtue." This principle is further evidenced by Jesus' 
demand for forgiving not seven times, but nseventy times 
seven 11 ; by going the second mile, loving one's enemies, 
giving not only one's cloak, but his coat also; and by 
turning the other cheek, .et._:qetera. 
How does one account for this phenomenon of extremism 
often mistaken as originality? According to Cadbury, some 
of it may be accounted for by the typical oriental tendency 
1. Ibid • , p • 68 . 
2. Jesus, English Trans. (G. P. Putnam's Sons, 1906), pp. 32, 
45, 142, 144, cited by Cadbury, Jesus: What Manner of Man, 
p. 68. 
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to exaggerate, or overstate. Some may be the results of 
inaccurate translations of the idioms. Some may be due to 
the special emphases Jesus had occasion to make to specific 
situations and to certain individuals, which were later 
generalized into universal axioms. The apocalyptic outlook 
may have intensified his dema~ds and, without doubt, con-
troversy sharpened his thinking which resulted in some 
rather extreme demands. However, having said this, Cadbury 
feels there is still evidence enough to warrant the con-
elusion that Jesus was such a person. 
Whatever the reasons for the extremism of Jesus 
the fact is there and ought not to be minimized 
or ignored. Historical or temperamental expla-
nation do not explain this feature away. Jesus' 
uncompromising demands are part of the historical 
record, and probably belong to the actual person-
ality. Whether we like them or not they seem 
characteristic of him. The morality he advocated 
was often merely the current morality, but 
intensified and unconditional, stated without 
qualification or reserve. Such radicalism, of 
course, was unwelcome to the responsible Jewish 
leaders. It ran counter to their necessary 
compromises and to their human concessions. It 
explains their hostility.l 
It is pointed out that this very trait of his person-
ality was that which attracted others, especially the simple-
minded, the outcast, and the disinherited. Because of the 
strength of his personality with its rugged demands for self-
sacrifice and heroism, people saw in Jesus an authority 
which gave them something to which to lay claim, and after 
1. Jesus: What Manner of Man, p. 71. 
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which to seek. Herein they found faith for living. ttHis 
self-assurance and heroic radicalism well matched his power-
ful influence over those distressed in mind, body or 
estate.rr1 
The adjectives radical, intense, extreme do not warrant 
the conclusion that Jesus was unique or original, but rather 
that he was independent. Cadbury again states: 
There has been much debate as to whether Jesus' 
teaching is original in the sense of novel. 
• • • For more important is independence, since 
not newness but selection is its hall mark. 
There is every evidence that Jesus respected 
the old and had no cult of novelty for its own 
sake. • . • Neither the Sermon on the Mount 
nor the Cross on Calvary bears witness so much 
to the originality of Jesus as his independence--
an independence not just for the sake of being 
different or inspired by reaction and negative-
ness on Jesus' part. It was his courageous 
loyalty to the mature judgment he had achieved. 
• • • Crucifixion is not the penalty for 
originality but for independence, and that not 
necessarily in a large area of difference.2 
The above quotation indicates both independence and a 
quality of mature judgment on Jesus' part, rather than 
uniqueness or novelty. 
ii. The Religion of Jesus 
One might hope to find in the area of Jesus' religious 
life something which would set him apart from all other men, 
a kind of intimate fellowship with God that could be called 
l. Ibid., pp. 71-72. 
2. Ibid., pp. 76-77. 
151 
unique. Emotionally, man seems to demand uniqueness ir he 
is to believe in the divinity or Jesus, yet Cadbury indi-
cates that there is insurricient evidence in the records to 
justiry such a conclusion. It is his conclusion, there-
fore, that as far as the records go Jesus did not have a 
unique relationship with God in the matter of religious 
experience. He says: 
The religion or Jesus was not centered about 
a specifically religious experience. It was 
rather the religious interpretation of 
unspecifically religious experience--his 
homely knowledge of men and or nature, his 
native and forthright sense or good and evil, 
and his personal acceptance of the life that 
befell him with its twofold prospects of 
success and failure as the divine will for 
him.l 
Cadbury points out a vast difference between the 
religion of Jesus and the religion about Jesus just as 
there is a difference between what Jesus taught and an 
interpretation by others of what he taught. This religion 
about Jesus, not necessarily the religion of Jesus, is 
responsible for most of the supernatural claims, including 
miracles, Messianic self-consciousness, and of a specifi-
cally religious experience with the Father. 
Cadbury indicates that the new emphasis upon religious 
experience was concomitant with the emergence of scientific 
thought and resulted in our desire to have some actual 
empirical basis for religion. Naturally, then, there was 
1. The Peril of Modernizing Jesus, p. 190. 
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the new emphasis upon the religious experience of Jesus, 
with a lessening of interest on the teachings of Jesus. 
This new emphasis had some ramifications.l Since it seemed 
to shake our confidence in some of the older standards we 
looked for a new authority; and thus there ran parallel with 
this new emphasis, a new quest for the historical Jesus. 
The Protestant reformers found this authority in the Bible, 
rather than in the 0hurch. The Old Testament became less 
authoritative than the New, Paul less than Jesus, the plan 
of salvation in which Jesus played such a prominent role 
became subservient to, as well as less Biblical than, the 
authority of Jesus' own person. In this search for some 
external authority to be used as a guide, Cadbury says: 
Even in this area the demand for authority 
has continued its recessive tendency. From 
the universal authority of Jesus as infallible 
and unique, modern thinking compelled a retreat 
to the ethical teaching. Here was the field in 
which Jesus was a genius. Since, however, 
literary study of the gospels made it clear that 
the sayings they preserved were neither complete 
nor absolutely accurate, a more recent tendency 
has been to erect as a standard Jesus' own 
character. But if we can be only imperfectly 
informed even on this, and if furthermore that 
character was the outcome of a religious person-
ality and experience, we naturally make one 
further retreat and expect to find our standard 
in the religion of Jesus.2 
As in any area of thinking about Jesus this, too, is not 
without its difficulties, especially that of modernization. 
1. Ibid., p. 156. 
2. Ibid., pp. 156-157. 
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Therefore, Cadbury asks a number of questions at this point. 
"What can we safely infer from the records of Jesust own 
experience?nl Can we trust the records and distinguish 
between the religion of Jesus and the religion about Jesus? 
"What does contemporary Judaism suggest as the sort of 
religion natural for a first century Jew? 112 Reference is 
made there to the works of G. F. Moore and A. Buchler.3 As 
elsewhere indicated, this furnishes us the best clue for 
evaluating Jesus. Another question is asked, then,. ncan 
we indicate where Jesus fitted in this circle of religious 
life and where his own religion had a special or unusual, 
if not unique, character?"4 A final question at this point 
has to do with the effect of modernization. rr ••• What 
ideals of modern religion are we most likely to inject 
falsely into the historical setting? 11 5 
In answer to these questions, Cadbury appears to say 
that only with the greatest amount of caution and care should 
we proceed in this direction, for religious expression might 
l. Ibid., p. 157. 
2. Ibid. 
3. Judaism in the First Centuries of the Christian Era 
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1927-1930), section 
on Jewish Piety: Types of Jewish-Palestinian Piety from 
70 B.C. to 70 C.E. (Oxford: 1922), cited by Cadbury, 
The Peril of Modernizing Jesus, p. 210, note 2. 
4. The Peril of Modernizing Jesus, p. 157. 
5. Ibid. 
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differ from one's own personal religion. In other words, 
Jesus' teachings did not always reflect his own personal 
experiences, nor could they; for often his listener•s 
problems must have been different from his own. At this 
point he says: 
The natural assumption that Jesus• teaching 
perfectly reflects his own experience needs 
some reservation. There was something in the 
forefront of his teaching that was not 
conspicuous in his experience. Conversely 
there was something merely implied in his 
teaching that was decisive in his experience. 
Once Jesus is represented as referring his 
hearers to what they of themselves think to 
be right. Such unmeasured, independent, 
axiomatic impulses were probably often the 
real determinants in his own life.l 
Although the teachings of Jesus, when used to try 
to ascertain his religious experience, are beset with 
difficulties and limitations, they may be used if used with 
caution. At least Cadbury feels that they must accord with 
his experience, even if they are not always backed up by 
personal experiences. His teachings, then, are based upon 
the common analogies of life, not on some unique religious 
experience. 
If we may infer at all from the way he taught, 
he believed that moral and religious truths 
were illustrated and confirmed by the analogies 
of our ordinary life. As seed varies in initial 
character, some of it being wheat and some 
1. Ibid., p. 159. 
tares, as each plant whether fig tree or thistle 
produces fruit of its own kind, as the same seed 
produces more or less fruitfully depending upon 
its soil--so it is with the character of men. 
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• • • In other words Jesus, as we should expect, 
regarded the religious relation as analogous to 
the natural and human. • • • For Jesus religion 
is an area continuous with the rest of life. 
Analogous principles prevail, similar phenomena 
are to be expected. Because life is all one 
piece religion is far less supernatural and 
superhuman to Jesus than to much of our thinking. 
Or, if one prefers to put it so, nature and 
humanity are far more divine to him than to 
us.l 
On the matter of the religion about Jesus, the fourth 
gospel is cited as a good example. Here one finds a close, 
intimate, if not unique, relationship between Jesus and the 
Father--a relationship in which there is perfect unity and 
knowledge and purpose. But Cadbury feels that the evidence 
here bespeaks of the writer's own religious belief, rather 
than Jesus' religious experience. 
Their impressive character cannot guarantee 
them as historical self-disclosures. They 
are much more the attribution to Jesus of a 
mystical relation which the author himself 
felt. He believed that Jesus stood towards 
God, as the Christian stands towards Jesus. 
The God-mysticism of the former is deduced 
from the Christ-mysticism of the latter. The 
process is not reversed.2 
The epistle of the Hebrews indicates some interest 
in Jesus' religious experience, such as his temptation, 
sinlessness, his prayers to God, and his learning through 
1. Ibid., p. 160. 
2. Ibid., p. 175. 
suffering; but Cadbury has reservation about this being 
based upon history. He says: 
All this sounds very much like human religious 
experience and it has often been supposed to 
come from the actual traditions of the earthly 
Jesus. But whether historically accurate or 
not, history is not the ground of the writer's 
statements, but theory. For him Jesus is high 
priest taken from among men, and the require-
ments of such a high priest are for this author 
logical necessities based upon his view of 
"atonement through sympathy. 111 
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The two examples above are examples of the religion 
about Jesus rather than the religion of Jesus, according to 
Cadbury. Therefore, they are not trustworthy in giving us 
a picture of the inward religious experience of Jesus, but 
rather, they reflect the believer's own attitude toward 
Jesus. This is not only true of these two writings; "this 
is even more exclusively the interest in the rest of the 
New Testament. Jesus is the object, rather than the subject, 
of religious experience.n2 
Can we place the religion of Jesus within the religious 
framework of his contemporaries? The answer to this is 
uyes.tt Can we indicate where his own religion had a special, 
unusual, if not unique, character? The answer to this is 
11 No." In the first place, the term religious experience, 
as it is commonly used today, is not a major subject of his 
1. Ibid., pp. 174-175. 
2. Ibid., p. 175. 
teaching; in the second place, our records may be too 
incomplete. Of the first, Cadbury says: 
He has in our surviving records very little to 
tell men of their relation to God in any 
interior and subjective sense. We might like 
to find in him some instruction about religious 
life as an inner commerce with the divine, but 
we are face to face with teaching that is much 
more objective and external in its viewpoint. 
The thing which Jesus' words seem to demand is 
not a consciousness of divine approval so much 
as a consciousness of being worthy of such 
approval. Our thought of God, of his demands 
and his promises, is the sanction for Jesus' 
advice about conduct, and this thought is not 
something categorical and'axiomatic as though 
a pure inward revelation but is commonplace of 
both Jesus and his contemporaries which can be 
illustrated and confirmed by quite objective 
illustrations.l 
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In speaking of the inadequacy of the records, Cadbury 
says, f1But we are speaking now of Jesus' recorded teaching 
and we have no right to add at will to it.n2 Thus, some of 
the lack of evidence for an inward religious experience may 
be due to incomplete records, and when one proceeds any 
farther than this he is merely conjecturing his own atti-
tudes and desires into what Jesus is or should be to him. 
More probably, however, even if our records were more complete, 
they would only confirm the view that Jesus' inward experi-
ence toward God was much like other pious Jews. 
Cadbury does not deny that Jesus teaches about prayer, 
but for the most part it is an external exercise rather than 
1. Ibid., p. 162. 
2. Ibid., pp. 163-16~. 
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a self-expression--a practical expedient rather than an 
inward experience. It is associated in the Sermon on the 
Mount with fasting and almsgiving, two things common to 
other Jews and which seem much more external than prayer.l 
What did these things mean to Jesus? Cadbury turns to the 
religious climate of Judaism for the answer, and suggests 
that everything of this nature must be considered under the 
"will of God.n The sanction for these external acts of 
worship came from being obedient to the divine will of God 
with its expected rewards. 2 However, for most people, we 
do Jesus a great disservice when we place him in this 
category, according to Cadbury. Religion becomes empty 
and meaningless. nTo many of us personal religion would 
seem spoiled if it were required, unnatural if prescribed, 
self-defeating if performed with the clear expectation of 
reward.u3 It is at this point that Cadbury says we endeavor 
most to distinguish Jesus from his contemporaries, that is, 
in his attitude toward the Law and his criticism of some 
of its minute details. Though there are some passages in 
the records which give us an excuse for doing so, Cadbury 
does not feel there is justification for the conclusion 
that Jesus is 11 substituting inner reality for outward 
1. Ibid., p. 164. 
2. Ibid. 
3. Cadbury, The Peril of Modernizing Jesus, p. 164. 
form, the spirit for the letter, and experience for 
expression.rr1 
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In pursuing the matter of Jesus' conflict with the 
Jewish law, Cadbury chooses the Sabbath observances in which 
these conflicts are most noticeable to indicate that Jesus 
did not try to abolish the Sabbath. Using Klausner as his 
source, Jesus' healing on the Sabbath is considered. 
According to Klausner, Judaism taught that neither patient 
nor doctor could engage in any medical work on the Sabbath 
unless the disease was dangerous. There were six other days 
in which this could be done. But Jesus differs at this 
point, nusing the analogy of the care or rescue of farm 
animals practiced on the Sabbath day, sanctioned and 
practiced in that day the healing of diseases that were 
not dangerous.n2 This difference does not mean that Jesus 
wanted to abolish the outward observance of the Sabbath 
and replace it with an inward sanction based upon a personal 
and intimate relationship with God as a guide in moral and 
social relationships. There is a distinction between Jesus 
and the Pharisees on this matter, but there is not evidence 
to support the view that Jesus intended to abolish the 
Sabbath. 
1. Ibid., p. 165. 
2. Ibid., p. 167. 
That Jesus ignored or abolished the sabbath 
wholesale we have no evidence. Here then is 
a dividing line between him and the Pharisees--
the line between chronic and acute diseases. 
In this matter he was certainly more lenient, 
more humane--we should say, more reasonable. 
His position on this matter is some clue to 
his view of the whole, but it is hardly 
decisive.l 
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Jesus• ultimate view of the Law was based upon two 
things, according to Cadbury.2 One, Jesus worked from the 
concrete situation with its concomitant friction and debate, 
rather than from some personal, independent principle. 
This resulted in assertions which by implication weakened 
or undermined some of the more exacting details of the 
traditions. This took place without any conscious desire or 
intent on Jesus' part to destroy the Law, and was brought 
about nnot by an application of an inner, prior principle 
to outward experiences of conflict, but the groping from 
his instinctive reaction against definite abuses of legalism 
and legalists to a more spiritual and satisfactory 
foundation.rr3 
Two, Jesus would be in the best of what we call the 
prophetic tradition--ttjustice and mercy and the love of 
Godtt--and still be loyal to Judaism and the authority of the 
Law and its teachers. 11 The contrast between the formal and 
1. Ibid. 
2. Ibid., p. 168. 
3. Ibid. 
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the spiritual was not present to his consciousness, nor at 
variance within his own character.nl These two sides are 
often retained in religion without any knowledge of their 
inconsistency, as was the case with many spiritual reformers. 
Though not specifically mentioned, it appears that Cadbury 
means reformers such as John and Charles Wesley who 
probably did not intend to break with the Church of England 
and start a new denomination, nor Martin Luther with the 
Catholic Church. This, of course, did happen as an inevit-
able consequence of their respective views, but to say that 
they consciously endeavored to accomplish this appears to 
lack sufficient historical evidence. Perhaps the most 
they consciously intended to do was to purge or reform. 
It appears that Cadbury would draw something of the same 
analogy with Jesus and the Jewish law. 
Some of the outward conflicts may have been due to 
a different environment between Jesus and prophets, but this 
outer conflict was determinative. To this 
new environment the old prophetic spirit of 
Jesus reacted. This new environment created 
in a sense the problem of the law. Jesus and 
his opponents were not quite in exact opposition. 
They knew they were defending the law, but Jesus 
hardly knew he was attacking it.2 
Perhaps enough has been said to indicate Cadbury's 
feeling that even here there is insufficient evidence for 
l. Ibid., p. 169. 
2. Ibid., pp. 172-173. 
the conclusion that between Jesus and his contemporaries 
one finds a great difference. This difference is assumed 
to be great enough to cause many to believe that Jesus' 
teaching and attitude were based upon a direct personal 
relationship to God. In fact, Cadbury would say that the 
evidence points in the opposite direction. 
Cadbury turns to another area which has been used to 
support the belief that Jesus had a unique religious experi-
ence. This includes those more personal experiences of 
the Baptism, the Transfiguration, and the Gethsemane scene. 
Here are some details that surely must be indicative of a 
unique experience of Jesus. But Cadbury, while admitting 
the possibility of the descriptions being as Jesus would 
have described them, is very cautious of acc~pting them as 
autobiographical. He says: 
Yet one cannot feel too confident of the 
inner meaning of these concretely described 
episodes. Their value to the evangelists who 
relate/> them is not religious biography but 
religious experience. As another evangelist 
says in similar circumstances. They are not 
for Jesus' own sake but for those who stand 
by and (we may add) for the readers of the 
account afterwards. Christian tradition 
naturally demanded some direct divine 
imprimatur on the career of Jesus and supplied 
it in the very terms which would suit the pre-
suppositions of its own experience.l 
Thus, these accounts are hardly to be trusted since they 
reflect the desire in the tradition of divine manifestations 
1. The Peril of Modernizing Jesus, p. 178. 
which would authenticate the claims made of Jesus by his 
followers. This, again, is interpretation which may not 
accord necessarily with the historical event. 
Even these episodes are in a sense a primitive 
modernizing of Jesus, and since their meaning 
to the evangelists is apologetic and evidential, 
we are prevented from passing behind the form 
in which they are told1to a firsthand experi-ence of Jesus himself. 
With reference to the baptism of Jesus, Cadbury reminds 
us that the incident is told with the Christian baptism in 
mind which, in effect, may reflect the Christian's own experi-
ence more accurately than that of Jesus. Also it was used 
for proof that Jesus was literally anointed, since the term 
"Messiah" means ttthe anointed.n Thus, these outward mani-
festations were indicative of the desire on the part of the 
later followers to invest Jesus with divine authority. There-
fore, they may have little value for ascertaining the actual 
inner experience of Jesus. Cadbury recognizes the dis-
appointment one may feel in not being able to have the 
assurance that these most intimate experiences recorded of 
Jesus in the gospels reflect his innermost feelings. But 
he feels that this might be better than unfounded assumptions. 
1. Ibid. 
If events like his baptism or the confession 
of Peter are not inward turning points in his 
career, certainly no other more trustworthy 
data for that inner life are forthcoming. 
Fear of the alternative of not knowing, how-
ever, is never a good argument for accepting 
ill-supported guesses.2 
2. Ibid., p. 180. 
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Cadbury does not doubt that Jesus prayed or that 
prayer was an important part of.his life, but he feels that 
the evidence in the gospels many times reflect a Christian 
interest, rather than that of Jesus. Any good Jew of this 
time would be expected to pray, so there is nothing unusual 
about Jesus praying. "Jesus' words about prayer may be 
some indication of his own experience in praying; but they 
assume prayer-as practiced by the Jews about him,nl and, 
therefore, are not to be considered unique. Cadbury con-
tinues with this note of skepticism which many, no doubt, 
will find shocking, to say the least. 
We must remember that the mere fact of prayer, 
while it marks Jesus as a religious person, 
hardly proves that religion was central in his 
life. [This statement is tempered by the 
.following somewhat.] Of the genuine religious-
ness of Jesus we have no doubt; the difficulty 
comes when we make out Jesus' practice of prayer 
according to our own ideal of prayer.2 
The religion of Jesus was not, as we commonly like 
to assume, subjective and introspective, but rather objective 
and formal as any other pious Jew would be expected to have. 
This is Cadbury's contention. The following is another of 
Cadbury's shocking statements. 
1. Ibid. 
2. Ibid. 
Probably Jesus neither taught nor felt the 
importance of a religious experience. He 
did not live in the ecstatic moment, nor 
glory in it, nor even in the more normal 
sense of abiding fellowship with God. 
Whatever we make out of the famous saying 
about the mutual knowledge of Son and Father, 
it can hardly be correlated with our modern 
emphasis on experience.l 
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While_.admitting that both Jew and Gentile may have 
attained a much deeper religious experience during this 
period, Cadbury is reluctant to believe that it was due 
either to Jesus' precepts or examples. rtit was rather the 
religion about Jesus. Jesus himself made religious experi-
ence no aim or goal in his own life or his teaching. Never 
consciously at least would he have emphasized experience as 
something valuable and to be enriched.n2 
One naturally wantsto feel that Jesus had. a peculiar 
fellowship with God and that he knew God more intimately than 
any other. One seeks to find God's will more adequately 
revealed in him than in any other, but this is not sup-
ported by the evidence, according to Cadbury. Speaking of 
these superlative claims for Jesus he says: 
To a very large extent such a superlative 
description needs no refutation. It is pure 
rhetoric without any real foundation. It 
merely indicates what the modern writer wishes 
to read between the lines of the gospel story 
because it is his own ideal. Certainly one 
cannot derive it from the references to God in 
Jesus' own teaching. • • • God then is not in 
the foreground of Jesus' thinking, but in the 
background. Such a place for God may be 
religious, even more religious than is conscious 
1. Ibid., p. 186. 
2. Ibid., p. 187. 
thought about him or frequent prating with his 
name. Jesus lived in a community that took 
God quite for granted. For such persons to 
name the name of God has nothing of' the same 
distinctive mark of' religiousness that it might 
have elsewhere.l 
iii. Conclusion 
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This section has endeavored to bring into more bold 
relief' Cadburyts contention that Jesus was not original or 
unique. Uniqueness is often assumed on theological assump-
tions. Unf'amiliarity with the Jewish environment often is 
the cause of attributing to Jesus originality or novelty. 
The key to this problem is the same as that suggested on 
the relationship of' Jesus to the prophets--to come to know 
more thoroughly the Jewish environment of Jesust day. One 
familiar with the rabbinic literature easily will see that 
Jesus was not original. He was independent, courageously so, 
but not unique. His independence caused him to be less con-
sistent than his opponents with reference to the Law and its 
relationship to human need in specific situations. This bold 
independence rather than originality, was the cause of the 
Crucifixion. Radical, intense, extreme are characteristics 
to be applied to him rather than originality, uniqueness or 
novelty. This extreme radicalism was that which caused so 
much hostility with Jewish leaders. The controversies were 
not over major differences, and the small differences have 
1. Ibid., pp. 187-188. 
been exaggerated on both sides. Cadbury feels that there 
is sufficient evidence to believe that Jesus respected the 
old and had no intention of starting something new; he did 
not come "to destroy the Law, but to fulfill it.rr Jesus 
was not original; he was independent. 
How independent can one be without being original in 
some sense? How extreme, radical, or intense can one be 
without being placed in a separate category of evaluation? 
How different does one have to be without being considered 
unique? The Jewish environment may give one the clue for a 
better understanding of Jesus, yet one wonders whether Cadbury 
has relied too much on the conclusions of the Jewish scholars. 
Surely they are not completely free of prejudice, and hardly 
enter this discussion without some preconceived theological 
beliefs. Even though Jesus may have had much in common with 
his contemporaries, it seems that one must explain his 
dynamic influence in terms other than a revival of proph-
etism or a type of spiritual renaissance. One may accept 
the belief that Jesus was loyal to the best in the old and 
had no conscious desire to destroy, but rather to fulfill, 
the Law. However, in the process of fulfilling, whether 
conscious or not, was he not in some sense destroying the 
old and bringing about something new? Does not fulfillment 
in some degree imply destruction? This, then, might be 
168 
called originality, unless we are to assume that no person 
ever can claim originality.l 
Cadbury has endeavored to counteract the common 
tendency to modernize Jesus and to read back into the 
records, without sufficient historical evidence, the qual-
ities one desires to find in him. This tendency is not 
unique to our day, but seems to have been prevalent even 
in the first century. The Christ of Faith has obscured 
many times the Jesus of History. No doubt Cadbury has 
rendered a good service in bringing us back to the Jewish 
environment of Jesus, the Jesus of History, but one wonders 
if he has sufficiently accounted for the apparent genius of 
this historical figure. Does it not take some originality 
to take the commonplace and traditional and make out of it 
something new? Scott has suggested that this was the very 
proof of Jesust originality. He was willing to take things 
as they were and work with them. 2 
After Jesus has been placed in his Jewish environment 
and measured by the available material of that day, one 
wonders if he has been measured in totality. Can personality 
be completely assayed, especially one who lived so long ago? 
1. Cadbury places 
of this term. 
one would need 
whether or not 
rather extreme limitations upon the use 
In a recent conversation he suggested that 
to be omniscient before he could determine 
Jesus was original. 
2. Supra, pp. 116-1~7. 
There may be some analogy in the following criticism 
of form criticism. 
• • • Form Critics do not allow for the genius 
of Jesus. Concentrating on forms, they have 
lost sight of Jesus both as a prophet and as a 
Rabbi. Prophets in the Old Testament are given 
to long discourses and parables, rather than 
paradigmatic utterances and short epigrams. So 
with Jesus. The unique character of the parables 
and their beauty, their emphatic teaching that 
the kingdom of God had come with the coming of 
Jesus, their enlargement of the teaching of the 
law and the prophets, all this forgotten, and, 
as a result, the figure of Jesus sinks into the 
background. The creator of the narratives and 
sayings becomes a nebulous being. • • • In 
fact, most Form Critics forget that the religion 
which turned the world upside down was one based 
on belief in a Person who truly lived, and died, 
and rose again, and who spoke as no man ever 
spoke before.l 
One cannot say of Cadbury that Jesus is lost sight 
of as a prophet and a rabbi, but that he is lost in their 
midst. He is so much like them that there are few, if any, 
distinguishing characteristics. Jesus does not become a 
neb~lous being, but one who is counted among his kin and 
kindred. He does not sink into the background, but rather 
takes his place alongside of other teachers of his day. 
If one began the pursuit of this subject in the hope 
of finding confirmation for his belief that religion for 
Jesus was something intimate, subjective, and unique, he 
has been disappointed because such is not the case, according 
to Cadbury. This is all inferred because later theology 
1. E. B. Redlich, Form Criticism (N.Y.: Charles Scribner 1 s 
Sons, 1939), pp. 75-76. 
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required it. That Jesus knew God more intimately is also a 
later theological interpretation. That Jesus felt himself 
to be different or that he felt himself to stand in a unique 
relationship with the Father is not supported by the evi-
dence. "It is doubtful whether even when Jesus was most 
aware of differing from his contemporaries he would have made 
any such claims from himself.ul Modern mants idea of reli-
gious experience is much more reflected in the Christ-mysti-
cism of Paul than in the assumed unique experience of Jesus.2 
Th& Jewishness of Jesus is seen here as elsewhere. He 
fits well within the Jewish environment. His view of 
religion would be comparable to that of any pious Jew of 
his day. There is nothing unique about his religious experi-
ence. Religion for him was external, formal, and objective; 
it was not subjective and unique. Sanction came from being 
conscious of doing God's will and being obedient to formal 
requirements, as would be the case of other Jews. Sanction 
came not from some inward, compelling revelation which 
resulted from a unique experience of fellowship with God. 
One cannot fully trust even those most intimate 
descriptions of the outward manifestations of the Baptism, 
the Temptation, or the touching scene in Gethsemane for they 
reflect later theological interpretation. Modernization of 
1. Cadbury, Peril of Modernizing Jesus, p. 189. 
2. Ibid., p. 163. 
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Jesus began with the primitive church. The religion about 
Jesus, rather than the religion o~ Jesus, provides a better 
understanding o~ the dynamics within those early ~ollowers 
and their subsequent success. The prayer li~e o~ Jesus can-
not be doubted, but the proposition that it was indicative 
o~ a unique experience with God should be questioned seri-
ously. Although realizing that the above statements cannot 
be proved de~initely any more than their opposite, Cadbury 
~eels that the superlative claims made ~or Jesus are the 
results o~ the constant tendency o~ modernization. Cadbury's 
basic conclusion is that the religion o~ Jesus was normal, 
not unique. 
How can Cadbury ~eel so certain that religion ~or 
Jesus was no di~~erent ~rom that o~ any other pious Jew 
o~ his day when he admits that these assertions cannot be 
proved? Is he not guilty also o~ interpreting the data 
so as to support his re~utation o~ certain theological 
presuppositions? His basic assumption denies that Jesus 
was unique in any sense, hence, consistency would seem to 
demand that he select or interpret the data which would 
support this premise. 
This writer is aware o~ some o~ the objectives Cadbury 
has in mind here, but is it possible that he has gone too 
~ar in this worthy task? Can it be possible that some o~ 
his historical sketicism has caused him to read too much out 
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o~ the records with re~erence to Jesus• religious experience? 
How can one accurately and objectively describe something 
so personal and intimate as a subjective experience? Even 
the best description might ~ail to convey the ~ull meaning, 
but would that indicate the experience to be less real and 
meaning~ul? It may be granted that our modern idea o~ 
religious experience is di~~erent ~rom the ~irst century 
idea, but does that prove that Jesus did not have a warm, 
intimate ~ellowship with God which might set him apart ~rom 
others o~ his day? I~ we cannot trust those most intimate 
experiences associated with his Baptism, Temptation, and 
Passion as being autobiographical and descriptive o~ Jesust 
innermost ~eeling, is there anything in the record we can 
trust, even that which is used to prove the opposite? Why 
should we attribute to some o~ the later ~ollowers o~ Jesus 
a warm and intimate religious experience o~ which we deprive 
him? One may believe that the religion about Jesus had a 
tremendous i~luence on people, but does that make the 
religion o~ Jesus any less real or meaning~ul? Cadbury sug-
gests that the religion o~ Jesus had little ~oundation in 
~act; it was based upon later theological interpretation. 
Could the religion o~ Jesus be based upon the ~airly accu-
rate memory o~ those early Christians? The memory o~ Jesus 
was important. Rowlingson says: 
The historical Jesus was important to the 
several generations o~ early Christians which 
produced the New Testament, and thus signi~icant 
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for the faith expressed therein. Let us grant 
that it is the Christ of Faith which dominates 
the New Testament writings, including the four 
Gospels. Let us grant that it was an experi-
ence of power associated with the impact of the 
exalted Jesus upon them which gave rise to the 
writings, as it, deeper down, brought the fellow-
ship of Christians itself into being. Let us 
grant, further, that outside the Gospels little 
attention is paid to the events of Jesus' earthly 
life beyond his death, and that his sayings are 
not made the explicit ground of thought and con-
duct; and that speculation regarding his person 
employed categories which he himself had not 
used, such as "Word of Godn in Johnrs Gospel. 
When we have gone as far in this direction as it 
is reasonable to go, we are still left with the 
realization that the memory of the earthly Jesus 
permeated early Christian thought and vitally 
affected the experience and the spelulation 
associated with his exalted status. 
Would it be safe to infer that the records reflect 
some rather accurate autobiographical religious experiences 
of Jesus which to some degree may be classed as unique? 
Have some theological predilections caused Cadbury to put 
more trust in those passages which reflect the Jewish 
environment, than those which portray more of a Christian 
setting? In reality, has Cadbury escaped from the trap of 
modernization of which he has warned others? It would 
appear that he has not escaped completely. 
Even some of the Jewish scholars are willing to 
assign to Jesus more originality or even uniqueness than 
is Cadbury. 
1. Donald T. Rowlingson, non the Neglect of the Jesus of 
History," Religion in Life, 20(1951), 545-546. 
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It is apparently a fact that Jesus thought of 
God as his (and our) Father, and used the term 
Father for God more habitually and constantly 
than is the case with any other rabbi of whom 
we know. And this regular conception of God 
as Father, in proportion to the intensity and 
vividness of the feeling which suggests it, 
was something which may fitly be called original.l 
If the above statement is correct, can Cadbury ignore 
completely the significance which the term "Father" may 
have had for Jesus? This term would appear to suggest 
that Jesus may have had a unique kind of relationship with 
God--a relationship which in some degree set him apart 
from his contemporaries. 
4. Jesus and the Kingdom of God 
Cadbury does not consider Jesus• relationship to the 
kingdom of God in any great detail, especially with ref-
erence to the various interpretations which might be placed 
upon it in the first century. He does have more to say about 
the social implication of the term nkingdom of God" which 
will be considered in another section. This section will 
make some general observation on the subject, and then will 
go into more detail on the two related subjects of ttThe 
Messianic Consciousness of Jesustt and the ttEschatology and 
Ethics of Jesus.rr 
That Jesus had much to say about the kingdom of God 
is readily admitted by Cadbury; but that he meant by the use 
1. c. G. Montefiore, 11 The Originality of Jesus, 11 Hibbert 
Journal, 28(0ct., 1929), p. 104. 
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of the term something unique is seriously questioned, for 
it was an inclusive and conventional term with rival 
interpretations.l Although not spelled out in detail it 
appears that two of the basic interpretations would be 
that which characterized older Judaism in the sovereignty 
of God, and that which flourished in later Judaism in the 
form of the apocalyptic interpretation of history. The 
above is no doubt an oversimplification, for it may be 
questioned whether or not the lines of demarcation were 
always clear-cut. No doubt there were shades in between 
these two basic concepts. Cadbury places Jesus within the 
apocalyptic framework. 
Rather than giving the term the social significance 
which some have given it, Cadbury feels that the apocalyptic 
view more correctly represents the teachings of Jesus. He 
says, "There is also of course much reason to regard the 
term as temporal like our English noun 'reign 1 and to 
connect it with an apocalyptic program of the future.u2 
More specifically he writes, "Jesus too was apocalyptic and 
we can see now that his outlook does not have to be fitted 
with our own hope for a slowly developing Kingdom of God. 
His ethical hope was not like ours.u3 
1. Supra, p. 131. 
2. Jesus: What Manner of Man, pp. 38-39. 
3. The Peril of Modernizing Jesus, p. 113. 
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Yet the kingdom £or Jesus was not entirely future as 
some o£ the thorough-going apocalyptists would say. The 
£ollowing example would seem to bear this out. Cadbury 
takes the familiar saying of Jesus, "The Kingdom of God 
is within you," and renders the Greek preposition to read 
"in reach o£,n instead of nwithin.n He does not feel that 
the translation which uses "in the midst of" is acceptable 
either. He says: 
The Greek really does not lend itsel£ to this 
rendering, while the older rendering nwitbin 
you, 11 seems an unlikely thing for Jesus to 
affirm of Pharisees, and i£ addressed to his 
own followers rather too abstract and indi-
cating the interior quality o£ religion.l 
Cadbury feels that he can justify his translation £rom 
numerous examples found in the papyri. n ••• I think it 
may be safely said that in the papyri we have plain cases 
where the preposition means 1in reach o£• and several of 
the early Christian fathers both Greek and Latin seem so 
to have understood the phrase in the Gospel.n2 This seems 
to indicate, according to Cadbury, that Jesus viewed the 
kingdom in a sense being nrealized" in the present, while 
the £inal culmination was yet future. 
Although this term is central in Jesus' teaching, both 
in the parables as well as in his other teachings as 
1. Henry J. Cadbury, ttThe Kingdom of God and Ourselves," 
The Christian Century, (Feb. 8, 1950), p. 172. 
2. Ibid. 
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previously pointed out, it is a well-known fact that Jesus 
did not give a theological definition concerning the kingdom 
of God. 
i. Messianic Consciousness of Jesus 
Messianic consciousness is an aspect of the historical 
Jesus which provokes a wide divergence of opinion. To help 
clarify this concept it might be advantageous to separate 
these opinions into two main categories. One, Jesus was 
conscious of his role as God's Messiah, and this was the 
dominating influence of all his teaching. Two, Jesus had 
no Messianic consciousness; this sense of destiny was 
ascribed to him by later followers--a theological inter-
pretation--and does not represent the attitude of Jesus. 
The former opinion says that the belief of the early church 
rested upon the Messianic consciousness of Jesus. That is 
to say, Jesus considered himself to be the Messiah or the 
Son of Man. There are differences of opinion by those who 
hold this theory as to when he became conscious of this role. 
Some would say that Jesus became conscious of his Messiah-
ship at his Baptism; some at his Temptation when he wrestled 
with the problems which that Messiahship involved; others 
at his acceptance of Peter's confession. Some would see in 
the title nson of Mann a self-designation for the Messiah-
ship of Jesus, though a veiled designation. One says: 
I believe we must adopt the conclusion to 
which our whole investigation points, that 
it had Messianic significance for Jesus: that 
it was a veiled designation of his messiahship. 
We have seen that it was not in popular use as 
a Messianic title. Its use by our Lord would 
not therefore carry any explicit assertion of 
Messiahship. His use of it involved the claim 
of a unique mission, a calling distinguished 
him from all others. • • • It is a name for 
the founder and head of the Kingdom of God1and thus a veiled designation for the Messiah. 
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In keeping with this view, another writes: ttThere can be 
no doubt that Jesus came to regard himself as the promised 
Messiah; though in what sense he was to be the Messiah he 
may not at first have understood. 112 
The other school of thoughtwhich disclaims any 
Messianic consciousness for Jesus may be represented by 
such scholars as Martin Dibelius, Rudolf Bultmann, and F. c. 
Grant, to mention only a few. As is well-known by New 
Testament students, Bultmann represents the most radical of 
the form criticism approach and perhaps is noted the most 
for his historical skepticism. He rejects any Messianic 
consciousness on Jesus' part, although he admits that the 
synoptic record does consider him so. But we are not to 
trust the records, for the later writers have superimposed 
1. George Baker Stevens, The Theology of the New Testament 
(N.Y.: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1901), pp. 53, 199. 
2. Madeleine S. and J. Lane Miller (editors), Harper's 
Bible Dictionary (N.Y.: Harper and Brothers, 1954), 
p. 441. 
179 
their own beliefs upon the traditional material. Thus, the 
Messianic consciousness is the product of the early ~hurch.l 
According to Bultmann, the stories of the Baptism, 
the Transfiguration, and the Resurrection are myths or 
legends. They are narratives describing the origin of a 
rite, or the actions of a divine being. Therefore, to those 
who would use Peter's confession or the story of the Trans-
figuration as proof that Jesus was conscious of Messiahship, 
he would say that these are both Easter stories projected 
backwards into the lifetime of Jesus. Likewise, the account 
of Jesus' baptism is legend, though it may have started from 
a historical fact; it was told in the interest of faith, and 
not biography. This belief is supposed to have originated 
in the time when Jesus' life already had Messianic signifi-
cance and was, therefore, projected backwards. Therefore, 
this account cannot be trusted as voicing the feelings of 
Jesus. 
Bultmann states further that according to the tradi-
tional Messianic concepts,the traditions of the gospels do 
not represent Jesus' life and work as Messianic, and neither 
does Paul, as the Christ-hymn quoted by him (Phil. 2:6-11) 
indicates. Thus, Jesus' life is conceived in purely human 
terms. Even in those nson of Man" passages which indicate 
1. Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, Vol. I, 
II, tr. K. Grobel (New York: Scribner's, 1951, 1955). 
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that Jesus might have conceived of his Messiahship as 
futuristic, Bultmann points out that Jesus speaks of himself 
in the third person and never identifies himself with the 
son of man. This identification is made by the evangelists 
and the church. That Jesus had no Messianic consciousness 
is, therefore, quite obvious to Bultmann. Jesus 1 life and 
teachings were quite in keeping with his prophetic pre-
decessors. He was not conscious of any sense of destiny. 
Frederick c. Grant, another exponent, although not as 
skeptical as Bultmann, comes to about the same conclusion. 
Regarding the origin and development of his 
messianic 9onsciousness, we are, generally 
speaking, unable to say anything definite. 
Indeed, it must remain questionable whether 
Jesus regarded himself as Messiah at all, and 
did not rather at first become Messiah in 
the faith of the community.l 
Thus, Grant is inclined to feel that the Messianic conscious-
ness attributed to Jesus was the product of the disciplest 
faith in him. However, he feels that the movement inaug-
urated by him must be described as a Messianic movement, 
inasmuch as it was carried on with the conviction that the 
Messianic prophecies were about to be fulfilled and the 
kingdom of God was about to appear. 
This paper does not pretend to give a full treatment 
of this intriguing question on the Messianic consciousness 
1. F. C. Grant, Form Criticism, p. 71. 
of Jesus, but rather to give a general frame of reference 
within which to consider Cadbury 1 s approach to the problem. 
In which of the above two categories may we place Cadbury? 
Or is he to be placed in either? What are his conclusions? 
These are some of the questions to be considered. 
In the first place, one will see immediately that the 
above is an oversimplification of this highly complicated 
subject. Cadbury admits also that it is no small problem. 
He says, "The extent to which Messiahship was attributed to 
him in his lifetime by himself and by others is a most 
difficult problem. nl Since Cadbury 1 s purpose was not to 
enter into a full-scale discussion of this subject,, it is 
treated only incidentally as it relates to other problems. 
Cadbury feels that Jesus did consider himself to be 
God's Messiah. The records bear this out. He says: 
Unless we deal very drastically with our records 
we must admit that Jesus claimed, accepted, or 
at least did not deny that in some sense he him-
self was the expected Messiah. It may be doubt-
ful how far he conformed to the conventional 
role of such a figure, but as Messiah the 
reflection on a special function of his own 
would be if anything more necessary than if he 
had classed himself with groups less unique like 
"prophets and wise men and scribes.u Without 
going into detail, we can say that Messiahship, 
if taken seriously by Jesus or by us, must be 
thought of almost essentially as an active and 
aggressive part to be played with2a definite objective and a definite program. 
1. The Peril of Modernizing Jesus, p. 24. 
2. Ibid., pp., 130-131. 
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From the above quotation one might be persuaded that 
Cadbury believes that for Jesus the term Messiahship involved 
a planned, purposive, well-defined role based upon an inner 
compulsion of resolve. But Cadbury claims such is not the 
case. Messiahship is not to be thought of as being arrived 
at by Jesus in an introspective or intuitive way, or some-
thing which he consciously and purposively took upon himself. 
"Religion for Jesus is much more what God does than what 
man does.nl Jesus did not take an active part in making 
claims of Messiahship. He is passive and fatalistic. He 
is the recipient of God 1 s will and plan. In fact, this 
passive attitude best describes Jesus 1 basic outlook. 
Resignation, forbearance, acceptance and 
endurance are not so much virtues selected 
among a wider list: they are typical of the 
beatitudes as a whole and of Jesus' whole 
teaching in denying self, self-interest, 
self-defence, self-assertion. Jesus' relation 
with God was not active and eager cooperation 
but loyal acceptance of what God determined.2 
How did Jesus arrive at this role of Messiahship? 
Was there some direct revelation, some unique religious 
experience which Jesus had with the Father? No, this is 
not the case, says Cadbury. Faithfulness and obedience to 
the will of God, as he understood it, provided the religious 
atmosphere for such a concept. But Cadbury says, "Obedience, 
1. Ibid., p. 183. 
2. Ibid. 
however, to such a standard requires no £requent personal 
revelations £rom God.nl The Messianic concept came to him 
as he faith£ully and obediently carried out what he £elt to 
be God 1 s will. 
If Jesus believed himself Messiah, the idea 
came to him in accordance with this religious 
practice. Messiahship was not something he 
took upon himself; God put it upon him, and 
GodTs selection of him for that office would 
be known to him in the same passive way just 
described. [Underlining mine.] God 1 s will 
is known by interpreting what happens •••• 
The species of resignation is typically 
oriental, we westerners would say. It is 
characteristically Jewish. Although we are 
familiar with its expression in Jeremiah and 
the Psalms, we frequently overlook it in Jesus.2 
The above serves to indicate that Cadbury would place 
Jesus in the first category mentioned earlier. Jesus was 
conscious of his role as God's Messiah. This does not 
indicate, however, that it came to him in some unique way. 
Neither does it imply that Jesus had an active part in 
arriving at this conclusion. He was the recipient of what 
God decreed. He was faithful and obedient to God's will. 
The role of Messiah does not presuppose for Jesus a well-
planned, unified, and conscious program. Jesus was quite 
casual and reacted to situations as they arose without 
definite aims and objectives. According to Cadbury, Messiah-
ship does not imply a unique function for Jesus which found 
1. Ibid., p. 18~. 
2. Ibid., pp. 18~-185. 
its expression in a well-defined purpose. The "I came" and 
"Son of Man" passages which are proof-texts for this 
assumption are seen as secondary utterances, for the most 
part, which were used to answer the reflections of the 
chu.rch.l Of these passages Cadbury says, nThey look a 
little too reflective or objective for Jesus, but we can 
hardly believe that this use of 'son of man' which the 
evangelists limit to Jesus' lips never actually came from 
him.n2 Although admitting the possibility of Jesus' use 
of this term, Cadbury seems to be very cautious and prefers 
to accept them as secondary utterances, as the following 
quotation will indicate. 
Of these an authority on Judaism says that no 
scribe or teacher would thus have referred to 
himself. They did not cherish a sense of 
special mission, though they thought well of 
their vocation. These sentences are not to 
be understood apart from the Messianic idea. 
Elijah or Messiah would ttcomett or would "be 
sent. 11 By whomsoever they were thus first 
phrased they would involve Messiahship for 
Jesus.3 
Cadbury's admission of the difficulty in obtaining 
an accurate estimate of the Messianic consciousness of Jesus 
because of not knowing just how far to trust the record of 
the gospels was mentioned earlier. It seems advisable to 
say a little more about that here. 
1. Ibid., p. 135. 
2. Ibid. 
3. Ibid., p. 136. 
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Cadbury has indicated in a number of places the various 
motives which may have influenced the transmission of the 
traditional material. He believes that there were both sub-
merged and counter-motives which sometimes had a tendency 
to influence the material either in heightening or playing 
down certain elements, if not canceling some completely. 
For example, about Mark he suggests, "There is a possibility 
that in our earliest gospel Mark has exaggerated not Jesus 1 
claim to Messiahship but his reticence about such a claim.ul 
It is further pointed out that time and tradition tended to 
heighten the miraculous element in the story of Jesus, for 
such credentials were necessary for the Messiah. However, 
there may be a counter-motive which comes into the picture. 
As with the Messiahship, there is a counter 
tendency discoverable in which Jesus discounts 
the evidential value of miracle, and we our-
selves may be modernizing Jesus in rejecting 
the miracle as gospel accretion. As is urged 
later, the miraculous outlook would be natural 
for Jesus himself and for his contemporaries, 
and supernatural traits would not need to wait 
long to find place in the opinion about him. 
Later Christians also felt that a power to work 
wonders was a part of Jesus' revelation to the 
world, as they felt that his Messiahship could 
not have been a secret in his lifetime. In 
lesser details rather than in these general 
directions, their viewpoint would modify the 
traditions that came down to them. The earlier 
Christian versions of Jesus were probably no 
less miraculous or Messianic than the one which 
our evangelists present us.2 
1. Ibid., p. 24. 
2. Ibid., pp. 24-25. 
186 
It is obvious here that Cadbury is counteracting the tendency 
of certain scholars who believe that much of the miraculous 
element in the ·story of Jesus is the result of later accre-
tions. He would say that they represent, perhaps, just as 
well the religious climate within which Jesus and his fol-
lowers moved. 
With reference to the writer, Luke, he says: 
There is no doubt that for him Jesus is the 
Messiah. Three times he pointedly explains 
christos, the rather peculiar Greek translation 
of the Hebrew Messiah (anointed), by using the 
Greek verb ttanoint.n It appears in the "keynote 
speech 11 of Jesus at Nazareth inthe passage read 
from the Book of Isaiah, and when the Old Testament 
passage speaks of the attack of kings of the earth 
and rulers against the Lord and against his Christ, 
the evangelist identifies the term with Jesus by 
asserting that God ttanointedn him--with the holy 
Spirit and with power, he adds elsewhere.l 
Although Luke expresses unequivocally his faith in the 
Messiahship of Jesus, Cadbury reminds us that already dif-
ferent lines of interest and emphases which had some 
theological overtones had come into the traditions. 
Various aspects of his significance are 
distinctly reflected in our records, as the 
white rays of the sun are divided into many 
colors when passing through a prism. His 
identification as the Messiah is sometimes 
asserted and sometimes corrected. It is 
attested by the fulfillment of Scripture, by 
voices from heaven and by the witness of 
demons and of men. A literal anointing is 
told, whether in water or in the Spirit, in 
tears or in spikenard. The miracles that he 
1. The Making of Luke-Acts (N.Y.: The Macmillan Company, 
1927), pp. 276-277. 
wrought and those that accompanied his birth 
and resurrection were valued as evidence. To 
predict what subsequently came to pass, to 
control Nature, to triumph over disease, 
especially over demons and death, were con-
firmations of his Messianic office. The same 
evidences served to ratify also other synonymous 
or similar titles, as Son of God, son of David, 
prophet, Savior or Lord.l 
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These and other interests and emphases are cited to indicate 
the complexity of the various motives which, in one way or 
another, affected the recorded materials. Although Cadbury 
is cautious at this point, he seems to feel that there is 
sufficient evidence to conclude that Jesus thought of him-
self as Messiah. But, as already stated, this term carried 
with it no special function, or perhaps a better term is 
unique function. Neither did it come by way of special 
revelation. It came in keeping with Jesus 1 faithful and 
obedient service to the will of God. 
The fourth gospel is dismissed as being irrelevant 
at this point because of its theological and ecclesiastical 
interests. 
Whatever elements of historical value that most 
inscrutable book contains, they are to be found, 
I think, least of all in its portrayal of Jesus' 
self-consciousness.2 
1. Ibid., p. 39-40. 
2. The Peril of Modernizing Jesus, p. 133. 
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ii. Eschatology and Ethics of Jesus 
Eschatology and ethics will be considered under the 
same rubric since they are so intertwined that it is diffi-
cult to separate them. One of the questions which naturally 
comes into prominence is, ttHow was Jesus' ethic influenced 
by his eschatology, if indeed it was at all?" Was it an 
"interim ethicn as Albert Schweitzer said or tran emergency 
ethic" as Wilderl suggests? How can one harmonize the 
apocalyptic with the social implication of the teachings of 
Jesus? In order to establish a frame of reference, some 
general observations will be made in the area of the apoca-
lyptic philosophy of history before dealing with Cadbury 1 s 
view of the subject. Since Cadbury assumes and, in some 
places, describes rather than precisely defines this type 
of thought, it seems necessary to turn to other writers for 
a definition. There are a number of good books on this 
subject which could be consulted with profit. The following 
definition of apocalypticism may help to bring into sharper 
focus this subject. 
Apocalypticism is the belief that this present 
evil and corrupt world, now under the control 
of Satan, will soon be ended and destroyed, 
along with Satan and his demonic and human 
agents, by the direct intervention of God, 
heretofore transcendent; who thereupon will 
establish a new and perfect world, both under 
his immediate control, in which the righteous 
1. Amos Wilder, Eschatology and Ethics in the Teachings of 
Jesus (N.Y.: Harper and Brothers, 1950). 
from among the living and the resurrected 
dead will enjoy a blessed, righteous existence 
without end.l 
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Dr. Rist says that this establishes the apocalyptic 
pattern with its primary parts. He further defines it by 
describing in more detail some of these principle parts. 
One of the basic elements in apocalypticism is its eschato-
logical emphasis. He says: 
First it should be noted that apocalypticism 
is always concerned with the last things--death 
and the end of this world and with existence in 
the next life. 
While apocalypticism is always concerned 
with last things, not all discussions of the end 
of things are apocalyptic. For example, the 
so-called apocalypses of Peter and of Paul are 
visions of the fate of the wicked in the next 
life; but this eschatological feature (dealing 
with last things) fails to justify us in listing 
these works, which differ so markedly from 
Daniel and Revelation, among the apocalypses.2 
The definition given by Rist is quite specific. This 
he has done intentionally, so as to distinctly limit the def-
inition. Some may question whether or not this clear dis-
tinction was seen by those for whom the writings were intended. 
Amos Wilder also makes some distinction between escha-
tology and apocalypticism, a distinction which should be 
kept in mind when considering this subject. 
Eschatology is understood as the teaching with 
regard to last things and there are various 
1. Martin Rist, Daniel and Revelation: Adult Stud 
(N.Y.: Nashville: Abingdon-Cokesbury Press, 1 
2. Ibid. 
Course 
7), p. 3. 
forms of it in the Bible, not to mention non-
biblical writings. Apocalyptic eschatology is 
one kind of eschatology and refers to the more 
dualistic and transcendental kind usually found 
in apocalyptic literature. The adjective 
"eschatological,tt however, is very commonly 
used in the latter more restricted sense 
(i.e., for napocalyptic eschatological") and 
this is admissible if the context safeguards 
this distinction.l 
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Another basic feature of this kind of thought is its 
cosmic dualism. Rist says: 
Apocalyptic ism is always dualistic. Its dualism 
is not that of spirit and matter, soul and flesh. 
Apocalyptic dualism is based, in the first 
instance, on a belief in two opposing super-
natural forces, both personal and cosmic in 
character, the one good and the other evil. 
• • • Satan is not merely an agent of God 
and the tempter of man, as in earlier Jewish 
thought; he is the active opponent of God.2 
Other primary characteristics are given, including the 
belief in two distinct ages--the present age under the con-
trol of Satan and consequently evil and temporary, and the 
future age to come under God's control and thus to be per-
fect and eternal.3 Thus, God is transcendent and far removed 
from the scene of human suffering. This was an attempt to 
explain human suffering and, more especially, the problem 
of evil. If God is a God of nlove and concern" for his 
people, then he must be far removed from the scene of earthly 
1. Eschatology and Ethics in the Teaching of Jesus, p. 17. 
2. Rist, Daniel and Revelation, p. 3. 
3. Ibid., pp. 3-4. 
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struggle, or else he would step in and bring deliverance. 
God•s chosen people were be~ng persecuted severely and even 
killed. The religion of Jehovah was being perverted under 
the Hellenistic domination of Antiochus IV Epiphanes. 
Emperor worship under Domitian was endeavoring to replace 
the Christian's worship of God through Jesus Christ. 
Man was not completely hopeless, however. He looked 
forward to that time when God would become immanent. In the 
book of Daniel, Satan and all his demonic forces, including 
his human agents, are expected to be destroyed and God is 
to set up his eternal kingdom for those who keep themselves 
pure from foreign defilement. In the book of Revelation, 
those who are loyal to Christ and who refused to worship the 
emperor are to inherit eternal life. Those who were 
martyred because of their loyalty will enjoy a favored 
place.l According to Rist, this is the apocalyptic hope 
in Daniel and Revelation.2 Martin Rist also gives some 
secondary characteristics of apocalyptic literature which 
he feels are not essential elements. He says these fre-
quently are associated with works which are not basically 
apocalyptic, and thus the term has come to be too broad 
and inclusive. Some of these secondary characteristics 
would include visions, use of pen names, Messiah, 
1. Revelation 6:9. 
2. Rist, Daniel and Revelation, pp. 3-33. 
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antichrist, symbolic imagery, et cetera. These secondary 
traits are interwoven so frequently with the primary char-
acteristics that the picture becomes quite complex, though 
the basic pattern is quite simple. Although visionary 
experiences are associated with many of the apocalypses, 
they are not the only means of expression in communication. 
There may be history in the guise of prophecy, or prophecy 
apart from vision.l 
The use of pen names is a secondary characteristic 
which is found in most apocalypses, though not in all. 
Associated with this is the matter of visionary experiences 
mentioned above. Contrary to R. H~ Charles, a recognized 
authority on this subject, Rist feels that the so-called 
visions and trances were not the products of visionary 
and ecstatic authors, but were conscious literary devices 
frequently dependent upon literary and traditional sources, 
which many times demonstrated great skill and artistry on 
the part of the writer.2 In connection with this last 
observation, Rist asks a question which seems to be a 
valid one: 
Why would a true visionary or ecstatic assign 
his own visions to someone else rather than 
presenting them as his own authority as an 
inspired individual?3 
1. Ibid., p. 5. 
2. Ibid. 
3. Ibid. 
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Two other secondary characteristics will be mentioned 
briefly. Rist says, uThe presence or absence of a Messiah 
in an apocalypse is not a determinant.rrl It is pointed out 
that in all Christian apocalypses there is a Messiah who is 
Christ; but he does not always appear in Jewish apocalypses. 
The Christology of the Christians made imperative his 
introduction. Unless we make the Christian apocalypses 
the norm, then a Messiah is not an essential element. 
Neither is the Messianic kingdom an essential element, 
although it is found in a few works like IV Ezra and 
Revelation.2 
The antichrist or anti-Messiah took form and is present 
in some non-Christian apocalypses. Since this belief 
developed in areas of speculation that were 
nonapocalyptic and indeed not even eschato-
logical as a foil or antitype of the Messiah, 
he too was superimposed upon the apocalyptic 
pattern without becoming a part of it.3 
One may feel that the writer has gone a little astray 
in his treatment of apocalypticism and that it has little 
bearing on Cadbury's work on the eschatology and ethics of 
Jesus. However, this was done to bring the subject into 
clearer focus. When Cadbury says that Jesus accepted the 
apocalyptic philosophy of history, one wonders if Cadbury 
1. Ibid • , p • 6 • 
2. Ibid. 
3. Ibid. 
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believes that Jesus accepted the thoroughgoing apocalypti-
cism which has been described above, or did he hold to a 
less radical view? Since Cadbury does not define his 
terminology at this point, one can only guess how far he 
would go in this direction. Cadbury reminds us that 
Christianity inherited the r1eschatological or apocalypticn 
element from Judaism. Apparently he is using the terms 
synonymously here. He says that the two were connected 
inseparably and were exclusively future until Christianity 
divided them. But in this division Christianity retained 
an element of the future, which found its expression in the 
parousia or second coming. The Messiah had come already for 
the Christian in the person of Jesus Christ. He had lived 
and died and was resurrected, and his Resurrection and 
Exaltation, among other things, confirmed the faith of the 
disciples that he was the Messiah. Cadbury feels that the 
parousia was expected soon and permeated all writers of New 
Testament books. HNot a single New Testament writer fails 
to voice this universal anticipation.ul 
There seems to be no question for Cadbury that Jesus 
was apocalyptic in his outlook, as the following quotation 
will clearly indicate. He has some reservations regarding 
some of the details, however. 
1. The Making of Luke-Acts, pp. 282-283. 
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Modern scholarship has succeeded in challenging 
the easy habit by which the eschatological 
passages in the synoptic gospels were overlooked 
or explained away. As the records stand, Jesus 
predicted the coming o~ the Kingdom o~ God with 
power, o~ the Son o~ man upon the clouds o~ 
heaven in glory, together with certain pre-
monitory signs and associated events o~ the judgment and the resurrection. Further, Jesus 
said that this would happen be~ore his gener-
ation passed away, be~ore some o~ his listeners 
tasted o~ death, be~ore his disciples had 
~inished the cities o~ Israel in their itinerant 
preaching. To be sure, he said also that no one 
but God knew the exact hour and day, and that 
the gospel must be ~irst preached to all nations, 
and that certain disasters must ~irst be~all 
Jerusalem, his ~ollowers and the whole world. 
Sometimes also he seems to make a distinction. 
Much uncertainty besets this and other detailed 
questions. Nevertheless the gospels contain in 
general abundant evidence o~ an apocalyptic 
outlook.l 
I~ the belie~ that Jesus shared this apocalyptic view 
is established, (a matter over which there has been much 
debate), then it is obvious that this ~act would present a 
number o~ rami~ications. Cadbury says that ~irst o~ all it 
would mean that Jesus was mistaken in·his prophecies about 
the catastrophic end which did not actually take place. 
That Jesus could be mistaken brings into question his 
absolute authority and, as Wilder has put it, ttsuch a con-
clusion has tempted men to surrender up in despair the 
question of the historical Jesus, his signi~icance, his 
authority.n2 
1. Ibid. 
2. Eschatology and Ethics in the Teachings o~ Jesus, p. 10. 
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Cadbury says that those who reject the apocalypticism 
of Jesus for dogmatic reasons claim support from two other 
considerations: 
The first is the incompatibility of apoca-
lyptic with Jesus• ethics; the second, the 
possibility of assigning the apocalyptic 
element to Jesus' reporters. On the one 
hand it is urged that Jesusr ethical teaching 
is sound and permanent, showing no trace of an 
early expectation of a miraculous new world 
order, but rather the ambition to bring in 
God's kingdom gradually and spiritually 
through the transformation of human characters. 
It is assumed that this could not be combined 
in the same person with a vivid certainty of 
impending crisis--an assumption of logical 
consistency which human experience will 
promptly deny.l . 
Cadbury says that incompatibility is something that 
modern man feels, but was not a problem then, in all prob-
ability. In speaking about the religion of Jesus, he says: 
The contrast between the formal and the 
spiritual was not present to his conscious-
ness, nor at variance within his own character. 
The two sides of religion have often been 
retained without any sense of distraction or 
inconsistency. [Then the analogy is made 
between Jesus and the apocalyptic writers.] 
• • • In like manner the apocalyptic writers 
of Judaism maintained a double focus. Though 
their interest in the end of things is by no 
means inherently exclusive of law-keeping, it 
is certainly a quite different kind of interest. 
It looks to the future rather than the past 
and its incentive is hope rather than obedience. 
Scholars speak of this interest as in contrast 
with first century Pharisaism and there is some 
evidence that at least later the rabbis looked 
askance upon the dreamers and schemers of an 
apocalyptic future. Occasionally Jesus himself 
1. The Making of Luke-Acts, p. 283. 
seems to ally himself with the. critics, but 
more often with the exponents of a cata-
clysmic program. The believers felt them-
selves good Jews, were loyal to the Jewish 
law, and had no 1ifficulty in combining the 
two view-points. 
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Cadbury points out further that both the prophets and 
the rabbis, and Jesus and the apostles nwere able not merely 
to accept into the same mind the idea of a near catastrophe 
and the demand for normal moral perfection; they even used 
the eschatology to enforce the ethic.u2 Thus, Cadbury 
believes that the apocalyptic urgency was used at times as 
a moral lever to enforce teachings. He does not believe 
that this viewpoint affected seriously, if at all, his 
ethics. "The apocalyptic viewpoint which he held did not 
warp and pervert his ethical teaching. If anything it 
intensified its correctness.u3 
Other attempts have been made to harmonize the ethics 
of Jesus with the apocalyptic outlook. According to Cadbury, 
some would say that Jesus' ethics are designed for the future 
millennium. Other consistent eschatologists would say that 
his ethics are for the brief period just preceding the 
millennium and, therefore, are of no value for a prolonged 
period of human life upon earth. There was Schweitzer's 
1. The Peril of Modernizing Jesus, pp. 170-171. 
2. The Making of Luke-Acts, p. 284. 
3. The Peril of Modernizing Jesus, pp. 112-113. 
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"interim ethic" which explained Jesus' indifference to 
property, :family, and other temporal things because of' the 
impending crisis. There was no room :for a continuing world 
order and therefore Jesus' ethics were :for that brief' period 
preceding the cataclysmic end of' history. 
On the matter of' ascribing the apocalyptic element to 
the eschatological reporters o:f Jesus, Cadbury says: 
Thus the apocalyptic element in the gospels 
has been frequently laid almost exclusively 
to the account of' the evangelists, not 
because there is any real evidence that 
Jesus also did not share it, but mainly 
because it is uncongenial to the present 
day critic.l 
Here, again, is the attempt to explain away the apocalyptic 
view of' Jesus. First of all, his authority is challenged 
thereby, and second, the apocalyptic view is out of place 
with the present world view; it is irreconcilable with the 
gradual remaking of society. Cadbury also suggests that 
there are those who try to explain away this view of Jesus 
by calling attention to the parables of' the seed and the 
leaven which seem to indicate that Jesus believed in a 
gradual development of the kingdom rather than a cataclysmic 
end. 
Contrary to those who like to think that there was a 
consistent increasing of emphasis in the apocalyptic 
1. Ibid • , p • 26 • 
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viewpoint during the first Christian century, Cadbury feels 
that the reverse may have been the ease. He reminds us: 
Our records of Christian development do 
not show an unvarying line of change in 
the direction merely of increased escha-
tology. There was rather both ebb and 
flow of tension in such matters, and 
besides a tendency in some quarters to 
antedate the parousia there was also a 
tendency away from literal and imminent 
apocalypticism. The Fourth Gospel, for 
example, says very little of an outward 
return of Jesus, but much of the sending 
of the Paraclete. It has been thought 
that it represents, instead of an enhanced 
apocalyptic, a kind of spiritualizing of 
apocalyptic.l 
Cadbury suggests that the stress on the nearness of 
the end of history caused some difficulty in early Christi-
anity. If it were made too imminent there would be too much 
excitement, and if not enough stress were placed upon it, 
at least for some, its moral power would tend to be less 
effective. 
Regarding the view that the emphasis upon the apoca-
lyptic interest represented the earlier rather than the 
later increasing emphasis, as some would suppose, Cadbury 
says further: 
The opposite position--the end is not so near 
as you suppose--represents a later standpoint, 
and yet one that is entirely confident of the 
apocalyptic program. • • • It is precisely the 
attitude of Paul as he writes Second 
Thessalonians. His readers had taken too 
1. The Making of Luke-Acts, p. 284. 
literally his apocalyptic expectation, or 
rather they had supposed he meant that the 
day of the Lord was ujust at hand.u ••• 
His answer is to explain that certain events 
must come Ufirst,n and he shows that his 
program is still in an early stage. It is to 
correct excessive expectancy that Paul gives 
his elaborate description of the sequence--
the man or thing that restrains, the man of 
lawlessness or the mystery of lawlessness 
and the apostasy, the day of the Lord, the 
coming of the Lord and our gathering together 
unto him.l 
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It is suggested that even indifference to the apoca-
lyptic hope may represent an element of excessive expect-
ancy and consequent disillusionment. The examples of 
Ezekiel, First and Second Clement, and Second Peter are 
cited as evidence. Ezekiel increases his threats of dis-
aster to arouse people from their lethargy. Clement con-
demns the doubters. Second Peter attempts to explain the 
delay which has caused disappointment and disillusionment 
and tries to revive the promise of the coming. Other New 
Testament writings which mention hope and patience and 
waiting and watching are cited as evidence of a kind of 
disappointment at the delayed coming of the Lord.2 
This delayed fulfillment also is characteristic of 
Luke and seems to differentiate liim from his parallels in 
the synoptic gospels. Cadbury cites much evidence to 
support this point. Therefore, he feels that Luke minimizes 
1. Ibid., p. 291. 
2. Ibid., pp. 291-292. 
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the expectancy where the other sources emphasize its near-
ness. Although Luke is not consistent, Cadbury suggest.s 
that there is enough evidence.to believe that Luke had a 
tendency to de-emphasize the imminence of the apocalyptic 
crisis for he stresses some of the conditions which must 
precede the end. Luke also gives a little added emphasis 
through warnings to those who would cause false beliefs in 
this and lead others astray. Luke seems to have a ndelayed 
apocalyptic.nl 
iii. Conclusion 
.Jesus uses frequently the term "kingdom of God" but, 
since it was a general term with rival interpretations, it 
did not have a unique or esoteric meaning for him. At 
least we cannot prove this from the records. The background 
for this term found its expression in its antecedents, 
namely, the .Jewish national hope or Messianism and the 
later eschatological hope which found its expression in 
apocalypticism. Cadbury places .Jesus within the apocalyptic 
rather than the social framework of the kingdom which was 
prominent around the turn of the century. Although for the 
most part the stress is on the future aspect of the kingdom, 
the present aspect is not to be ruled out completely. 
1. Ibid., pp. ~-296. 
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Jesus thought o~ himsel~ as Messiah, but this came not 
by way of special revelation or intuition. It came, if it 
came at all, (a note of caution or skepticism injected) in 
accordance with his religious practice.l Jesus' religious 
attitude must be thought o~ within the ~ramework o~ doing 
God's will' which involved resignation, ~orbearance, 
acceptance, and endurance. Messiahship was placed upon 
Jesus by God. This was a part o~ God's will and plan. 
Actively, he had little, i~ anything, to do with it. This 
Messiahship did not presuppose for Jesus a well-defined 
program. Jesus was rather casual and his teaching was 
occasional. The nson o~ Man'' passages are to be regarded 
as secondary utterances and, there~ore, cannot be used to 
prove that Jesus had a special, conscious mission. 
The section on apocalyptic'ism has been dif~icul t to 
develop as concisely as this writer would have liked. First, 
the ~ield of apocalyptic literature is a subject worthy o~ 
investigation within its own right, and second, Cadbury has 
dealt with it somewhat incidentally in connection with other 
related matters. 
Apocalypticism is a philosophy which is dependent upon 
the theology o~ a transcendent God, a cosmic dualism, and a 
supernatural world view. It may appear that ~or the purpose 
o~ this dissertation this section is too detailed, but for 
l. Supra, p. 183. 
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those who are experts in this ~ield o~ religious thought it 
even might appear super~icial. 
Cadbury places Jesus within this apocalyptic ~ramework. 
Whether or not Jesus would have subscribed to the thorough-
going apocalypticism described above, Cadbury does not say. 
Presumably he would, but he would do so without being 
conscious o~ the incompatibility between his world view and 
some o~ the implications o~ his ethics. Only the modern 
mind is conscious o~ this distinction, according to Cadbury. 
One must place Jesus within the prophetic atmosphere 
in order to understand this apparent co~lict. The prophets 
o~~er the best and the closest historical analogy. Cadbury 
~eels that they felt no apparent conflict between ethics 
and apocalypticism. 
'The message of the pre-exilic prophets rest 
on two ~undamental convictions. One is the 
certainty or presentiment o~ an impending 
historical crisis with disastrous issues ~or 
the nation o~ Israel, and the other the 
verdict o~ their conscience o~ the religious 
and social disorders o~' their times.l 
Cadbury ~eels that the same was true also o~ Jesus, 
as is borne out by the ~ollowing quotation: 
He held on the one hand a strong and clear 
moral idealism by which he appealed to 
individuals and the whole community as ~ar 
as he and his delegates could reach it, on 
1. Henry J. Cad bury, "Jesus and the Prophets, n Journal of' 
Religion, 5, No. 6(0ct., 1925), 617, quoting J. Skinner, 
Prophecy and Religion, {1922), p. 53. 
the other the conviction of an impending 
historical crisis.l 
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Thus, Jesus accepted the apocalyptic view which had become 
conventional in later Judaism with regard to this crisis 
idea in history. Like the prophets, Jesus also viewed sin 
and punishment on the national level; but, as with later 
Judaism, he stressed--only more so--individual responsi-
bility for personal repentance and individual judgment. 
The exhortation ttRepent, for the kingdom of heaven is at 
hand" seems individual-centered, but it carries with it a 
more general and collective tone, according to Cadbury. 
The apocalyptic view was used to enforce ethics. 
Jesus• ethics were neither warped nor distorted, nor were 
they invalidated by this emphasis on the apocalyptic. 
The ethic is not perverted or idealized by 
the apocalyptic; it is merely emphasized 
by the urgency, certainty and seriousness 
which swift and sure retribution means • • • 
The virtues that Jesus inculcates are not 
merely the ideal standards of the millennium, 
impractical for the present, nor are they 
special advice in calculated judgment to 
the shortness of the times and the nearness 
of the end. It is rather the description 
of behavior that will inherit life of the 
age to come. Jesus' eschatology gives to 
his ethics an urgency and motive without 
giving it any abnormal standard of either 
immediate impermanence or future 
perfectionism.2 [Underlining mineJ 
1. "Jesus and the Prophets," Journal of Religion, 5, No. 6 
(Oct. 1925), 617-618. 
2. ~., p. 618. 
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One of the basic problems in ascribing to Jesus the 
apocalyptic view was that it challenged his authority, and 
consequently his divinity, since the end did not come as he 
was supposed to have predicted. Associated with this also 
was the apparent contradiction between his ethics and his 
world view. Two basic attempts were made to explain aw~y 
his apocalypticism: one was to interpret those eschato-
logical passages so as to give them a gradual social per-
spective for the remaking of society, and the other was to 
assign to Jesus' eschatological reporters this world view. 
There were also other attempts to harmonize Jesus' ethics 
with his eschatology, as noted. 
In the opinion of.this writer, Cadbury had done a care-
ful job of placing Jesus within his environment. He has 
endeavored to counteract the common tendency to modernize 
Jesus, a tendency which seeks to describe him in terms 
that are congenial to modern thought. He did not go to the 
extremes of Schweitzer, neither did he give as full a treat-
ment as Wilder; but he believes that Jesus shared the 
apocalyptic world view of his contemporaries. That this 
challenges a certain status which theology has given Jesus 
is obvious, but that Jesus' eschatology warped or invali-
dated his ethics for our day is denied, and with valid 
reason. Fundamentalists and some conservatives have reacted 
negatively to some of Cadbury's conclusions about Jesus. 
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Cadbury is well aware of the influence church dogma has, 
and will continue to have, upon the historical investigation 
of Jesus. Some of the more liberal scholars have praised 
Cadbury for his careful and objective approach in trying to 
rediscover the Jesus of History. That he likes to challenge 
common assumptions even among his liberal colleagues is 
indicative that he is in search of truth, regardless of the 
theological consequences--a true mark of a scholar, in the 
opinion of this writer. 
There is a question which might be raised in connection 
with the analogy of Jesus and the prophets regarding the 
moral injunctions and the impending crisis. It was noted 
that the prophets, as well as Jesus, could hold to the two 
without any apparent conflict. However, for this analogy 
stress should be given to the fact that the Deuteronomic 
philosophy of history was conditional upon the repentance 
of the people. Theoretically, the disaster thus could be 
averted by the people's repentance. It should be noted also 
that this coming crisis, though it may well have been used 
as moral leverage, was not usually the kind of cataclysmic 
crisis which characterized apocalypticism. That is to say, 
in prophetic thought God would bring the crisis which might 
take many forms, the main one being that of using other 
nations or natural catastrophes (such as floods, plagues, 
pestilences, etc.) as instruments to effect- punishment. 
But it was not the cataclysmic end of history, independent 
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of man1 s work, which characterized the thorough-going apoca-
lypticism of later Judaism and early Christianity. Then, 
the question which comes up is, in view of the fact that 
the crisis could be averted, was there inherently any con-
tradiction at all? May it have been no problem for this 
reason, rather than because Jesus and the prophets had no 
analytical discrimination? 
Does one necessarily have to assign to Jesus, as 
Cadbury has done, the apocalyptic view? In a recent art-
icle,l Donald T. Rowlingson reminds us that the problem is 
still undecided whether Jesus' eschatology was primarily 
prophetic or apocalyptic. He suggests that much of the 
evidence in the synoptic gospels which pictures Jesus as an 
apocalyptist is problematical, especially tl::tis.·is true of 
the ~on of man sayings. The standard characteristics of 
apocalypticism hardly are found in Jesus' teachings. 
Almost completely absent from the Gospels are 
any indications that Jesus employed the 
methodology of apocalypticism, including 
visions and voices as means of divine-human 
communication, the fulfillment of esoteric 
prophecies, and the weird symbolism so 
characteristic of apo9alyptic seers. Instead 
of the latter Jesus used parables, a com-
pletely different medium of communication 
with connotations of God's revelation of 
himself in "naturalu ways .2 
1.. 11Prophetic and Apocalyptic Eschatology in the Synoptic 
Gospels,n Religion in Life, 30(Winter, 1960-61), 105-111. 
2. Ibid., p. 109. 
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Rowlingson is not suggesting that Jesus was prophetic 
in the classical sense, but that he was distinctly himself, 
learning from both prophecy and apocalypticism. He feels 
that Jesus resisted the extremes of apocalypticism. 
To have resisted the temptation to follow 
apocalyptic delusions in favor of the depths 
of prophetic foresight would have manifested 
a higher type of greatness, and we may con-
fidently believe that this is exactly what 
Jesus did.l 
5. The Social Teachings of Jesus 
This section proposes to deal with Cadbury 1s approach 
to the social teachings of Jesus by considering their limi-
tations and advantages, by investigating Jesus' aims and 
purposes. 
It may be said in the beginning that Cadbury's views 
are a reaction to those who have socialized the teachings 
of Jesus to the point that they beco~e the basis for all 
modern social reform. The social gospel advocates--F. G. 
Peabody, Walter Rauschenbush and Shailer Mathews, to mention 
only a few--claim that Jesus' concept of the kingdom of God 
was an ideal social order in which men conceive of God as 
their heavenly Father and all men as their brothers. The 
fatherhood of God and the brotherhood of men came to be 
the ideals of the social gospel movement. Within this context 
1. Ibid., p. 111. 
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the kingdom of God was for Walter Rauschenbush, ttrthe lost 
social ideal of Christianity. 1 nl 
Shailer Mathews, perhaps the most popular of the early 
exponents of the social gospel movement, is quoted quite 
extensively by Cadbury.2 These quotations have one strong 
emphasis, namely, that for Jesus the kingdom of God was a 
social concept, a society in which love will reign supreme. 
Brotherhood and fatherhood are the essence of Christianity. 
111 This expression, the fatherhood of God and the brotherhood 
of men, is in many minds the substance of Christianity. And 
such is the case if these are given their proper meaning.rn3 
For Mathews the highest ideal is sociability, the 
reverse is sin. He is again quoted: 
1The entrance into a transformed society is 
the goal and the reward of the individual 1 s 
endeavor • • • . The unideal, the abnormal, 
the sinful condition of mankind ••• may be 
described as one of unsocial relationships. 
• • • Sin is the reverse of sociability. 
• • • In failing to follow the fundamental 
instincts and capacities of his nature, a 
man becomes at once selfish, unsocial and 
sinful. • • • Hell is thus at once the 
opposite and the horrible caricature of 
heaven, for it is not merely an accommodation 
of his thought to Jewish terminology when 
1. Cadbury, The Peril of Modernizing .Jesus, p. 88. 
2. Ibid., pp. 91-93. 
3. Cadbury, The Peril of Modernizing Jesus, p. 92, quoting 
Shailer Mathews, The Social Teachings of Jesus (Macmillan 
Company, 1897), p. 62. 
Jesus describes the selfish rich man as 
suffering alone in Gehenna, and the poor 
man as in the companionship of Abraham.rl 
Cadbury is quick to point out the exaggeration of 
Mathews on the social emphasis. He says that to assume 
that Dives was alone in Hades is purely gratuitous. He 
adds further ~ 
He does not complain of solitude but of 
torment and in any case he eXpected five 
brothers for company soon. If we may judge 
from the sayings of the strait gate and the 
narrow way the lonely place is heaven.2 
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Cadbury feels that the concept of the brotherhood of 
man is a modernization and is not explicitly found in the 
gospels. The inference has been made from the fatherhood 
of God by those who would socialize the teachings of Jesus. 
If God is our Father, then are we not brothers? Cadbury 
doubts that Jesus even connected the brotherhood of men with 
God or that he used the term at all. If he did use the term 
occasionally it should not be pressed beyond mere physical 
relationship or the simple Semitic idiom by which brother 
means 11fellowu or co-religionist, or just another man.3 
Cadbury feels that it is rather hazardous to stress 
the terms of Jesus, for they are conventional and the least 
important part of his teachings. Both the fatherhood of 
1. Ibid. 
2. The Peril of Modernizing Jesus, p. 93. 
3· IQM. 
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God and the kingdom of God are to be recognized as tradi-
tional inheritances which may have had some social signifi-
cance historically or etymologicallY at one time. trThey are 
probably religious metaphors from human social life, as 
indeed are most religious terms, but there is no evidence 
that Jesus brought back into them human social connota-
tions.nl Citing George Foote Moore and Paul Billerbeck as 
his authority, Cadbury points out that the fatherhood of 
God is neither a novelty, nor a new emphasis with Jesus. 
The term kingdom of God is to be seen as a time-word, hence, 
uthe reign of God--its social meaning is even more remote 
than if it had been a borrowed Jewish name for a utopian 
place or community.n2 Cadbury notes further that borrowed 
terms prove very little; individualistic ideals can be 
described in terms primarily social, and vice versa.3 
That Jesus could have taught sonship with God Cadbury 
denies by inference, as the following quotation will 
indicate: 
'It is inconceivable that Jesus could have 
taught a gospel of sonship with the Father--
sonship in which, as we have seen, all men 
1. Ibid., p. 9l.t. 
2. Ibid. 
3. Ibid. 
potentially share--and yet have taught 
individualism. 1 l 
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What is the basis for interpreting the teachings of 
Jesus within the social framework? Cadbury says there are 
usually three reasons given: 
First and most explicitly, his instruction 
to social acts, as loving, forgiving, giving, 
and his warning against their opposites; 
second, his own example as one who went about 
doing good to those who were diseased in mind, 
body or estate, who came not to be waited on 
but to wait on others and to give his life a 
ransom for many. Third, much stress is laid 
also on the terms of his teachings.2 
Cadbury does not attempt to review all the evidence in 
connection with these three suppositions for he feels it 
unnecessary. It is in reference to the last item that he 
has raised objections. In concluding this brief intro-
ductory discussion, Cadbury's principal conclusion on the 
social work of Jesus may be expressed in these words: 
What I think may be safely asserted from 
the evidence is that Jesus' approach to 
social relations is through the individual 
rather than the group and through the doer 
rather than the recipient of social service.3 
1. Cadbury, The Peril of Modernizing Jesus, footnote 3, 
p. 203, quoting Brown-Serman and Prichard, What Did 
Jesus Think (Macmillan, 1935), p. 182. 
2. Cadbury, The Peril of Modernizing Jesus, pp. 90-91. 
3. Ibid., p. 110. 
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i. Its Limitations 
From the standpoint of modern social thinking, Cadbury 
says that there are some serious limitations in the teachings 
of Jesus. The four that he considers are social institu-
tions, social groups, social interrelation, and social 
motive. It is pointed out that Jesus rarely, if ever, 
dealt with social institutions as such, but rather worked 
with individuals. Yet for the modern mind it is hard to 
believe that Jesus did not think much as we would think of 
some of the contemporary issues involved in war, taxation, 
slavery, government, private property, monogamy, prosti-
tution, racial discrimination, et cetera. It is pointed 
out that the records indicate that Jesus had knowledge of 
many, if not most, of these issues; but the records do not 
indicate that he attacked them at the group level, but 
rather, at the individual level. His silence on some of 
these issues does not mean consent. Cadbury says: 
That he mentions without criticism in parables 
slaveholders, capitalists, monarchs, and tax 
collectors has been thought by some to indicate 
that he reflected on the morality of these 
institutions and had at least by his silence 
endorsed them. But the fact of the matter is 
he probably never thought of them in that way. 
The question of taxation was for him at most 
the specific question of Jews paying taxes to 
Rome rather than the question of tax collecting 
and tax paying in general.l 
1. Ibid., pp. 95-96. 
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It is Cadbury's opinion that many of these modern 
social issues no more entered Jesus' mind in the modern 
sense than they did his contemporaries or his followers 
centuries later. His work was with individuals, not 
organized group life. Cadbury feels that Jesus probably 
unconsciously shared some of the prevailing standards of 
the day and that he would condemn the social acts which 
Judaism condemned, such as "murder, theft, adultery--but 
that is not the same as saying that he approved as social 
institutions the inalienable rights of a man to wife, life 
and property.ut Thus, from the standpoint of modern social 
institutions Jesus had little, if anything, to say, and for 
that reason his teachings are inadequate for organized 
social institutions. 
Another limitation or at least a difference between 
the viewpoint of Jesus and modern social views is to be seen 
in the absence of group concepts in Jesus' thinking. Accord-
ing to Cadbury, although Jesus was aware of the existence 
of different classes, races, et cetera, he was neither 
aware of nor indifferent to "class interests, class con-
sciousness, class ideals.rr2 
1. Ibid • , p. 96 • 
2. Ibid. , p. 97. 
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Thus, Jesus' approach was to the individual, not the 
masses and various classes or groups in society. Cadbury 
says; 
Jesus can view men in their actual contacts 
but scarcely in what we call their mystical 
unity or even in collective cooperation. 
However much he may use collective names, 
his thinking is not wholesale but individual. 
The individual may be a type, there may be 
groups of typical individuals; but the social 
group, social solidarity as we conceive it, is 
not an abstraction attributable to Jesus.l 
Cadbury sees little, if any, of the modern social 
attitudes in Jesus with reference to some of the inter-
personal situations. Here again Jesus• approach is, for the 
most part, to the individual rather than to both parties 
involved. That is, Jesus points out individual responsi-
bility. He does not lay down a principle which considers 
the equal rights of everyone and establishes a mutual under-
standing and satisfactory solution to the problem. According 
to Cadbury, Jesus thinks of only one man at a time and what 
he should do, not what both should do, or what the other 
person's responsibility should be. He says: 
When a pair of brothers are in dispute over 
inherited property Jesus declines to arbi-
trate, but he will advise the brother before 
him against his own covetousness. In the 
parable of the workers in the vineyard Jesus 
seems almost to flout this idea of a uni-
formly applicable principle. Their wages are 
not proportionate to their hours of labor. 
Where the characters are not in parallel 
1. Ibid., pp. 97-98. 
positions like £ellow employees but in diverse 
relations, as in the parable of the prodigal 
son, each of the three figures is expected to 
behave not by some reciprocal principle or 
compensating or unifying law, but each quite 
independently as his own situation demands. 
There is there at least no thought of father's 
forgiveness contingent on son's repentance or 
vice versa. The older son's complaint is 
answered much as is that of the laborers who 
had borne the burden and heat of the day. 
The slave is not to expect even thanks from 
his master for his one-sided service.l 
From the modern social principle the teachings of 
Jesus are found wanting in social interrelations. There 
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is not to be found in them "principles of respective duty 
or complementary relationships like any modern social prin-
ciple. Even the Golden Rule is not bifocal in its intention 
but merely advice for each man by himself.n2 
Cadbury says that the most conspicuous by its absence 
in the teachings of Jesus, when compared to modern social 
thinking, is the appeal to social motive. Cadbury does not 
go into detail on the motives and sanctions in Jesus' ethics; 
however, he does point out that the motives of Jesus were 
varied. Sometimes no motive was discoverable at all except 
that Jesus demanded "a self-sacrifice that asks no return, 
counts not the cost--a kind of spontaneous goodness. 11 3 At 
other times Jesus appeals 11to men's own sense of what is 
1. Ibid., p. 100. 
2. Ibid., p. 101. 
3 .. Ibid. 
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right, the axiomatic self-evidence of virtuous standards." 
In some passages there is the appeal to "a religious motive, 
•that men seeing your good works may glorify your father 
which is in heaven,' or dedication to a person or a cause, 
•for Ch;rist's sake and the gospel's.rnl Then Cadbu.ry 
mentions what he calls "a self-regarding motive.n2 It is 
on this point that he bases most of his conclusion against 
the social gospel idea in the teachings of Jesus. He says: 
Frequently the only motive apparent is what 
we now would call a self-regarding motive, 
but nowhere--and this is my point--do I find 
unmistakable appeal to the rights or needs 
of the other party or even to the interests 
of society in genera1.3 
To demonstrate this, Cadbury cites the example often 
used that Jesus taught the infinite worth of the person in 
the sight of God, and that we should count all men as valu-
able. The proof passage cited is uye are of more value than 
many sparrows, tt et cetera. But Cadbury carefully explains 
that it is rryou who are of value, not some other man whom 
you are reminded not to injure.n4 As pointed out previously, 
Cadbury says that Jesus places the responsibility on the 
individual, not the other person. He adds: 
1. Cadbury, The Peril of Modernizing Jesus, p. 102. 
2. Ibid. 
3. Ibid. 
4. Ibid., p. 103. 
Nowhere does Jesus restrain evil doing by 
reference to the other man's rights or 
interests. He does not suggest that hate 
or murder, unforgivingness, censoriousness, 
and the like are hard or unpleasant or 
unfair to the other man. • • • Jesus is 
not thinking of the object of the social 
or anti-social act, but of the doer of the 
act and as I have said he does not think 
of both parties at the same time.l 
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To buttress further his argument that Jesus' teachings 
do not furnish us a basis for modern social reforms in the 
matter of a reciprocal principal, Cadbury says: 
I have tried in vain to find in our synoptic 
gospels a single injunction to social service 
based explicitly on the neighbor's need for 
love and service.2 
Cadbury points out that the Essays on the Social 
Gospel by Wilhelm Herrmann and Adolf Harnack had as their 
most important text not one based upon the canonical gospels 
but from the uncanonical Gospel of the Hebrews. In this, 
Jesus is reported to have said: 
'Behold many of thy brethren, sons of 
Abraham, are clad with dung, dying with 
hunger and thy house is full of much goods, 
and there goeth out therefrom nought at all 
unto them.•3 
Another passage is cited where Jesus says, "'Because of the 
weak I was weak, and because of the hungry I did hunger and 
1. Ibid. 
2. Ibid., p. 104. 
3. Cadbury, The Peril of Modernizing Jesus, p. 104, quoting 
from English Trans., 1907, p. 12. Reference by Cadbury 
cited in n. 2, p. 204. 
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because of the thirsty did I thirst.rul Other data are cited 
to underscore the absence of altruistic motives in the 
synoptic gospels, but perhaps enough has been said to state 
Cadbury's position on this matter. He is aware that this 
position is based upon the argument of silence and, there-
fore, is a precarious one. But he would hasten to say that 
the presence of the self-regarding motive is abundant and 
explicit.2 
The following quotation well summarizes Cadbury's 
position on this matter. 
If the silence of the gospels may be taken 
as suggestive of Jesus' own viewpoint, four 
primary concepts in modern sociological 
thinking were absent from his teaching--
social institutions as the objects of moral 
criticism and control; society itself or 
groups in society as entities, fabrics or 
systems; social principles as regulative 
laws of mutual relationship; the social 
motive as an external stimulus to action.3 
It would not be fair to Cadbury to overlook his 
appreciation of, and even the advantages he sees in, the 
limitations of Jesus' social teachings. This is discussed 
in the next section. 
1. The Peril of Modernizing Jesus, p. 104, taken from Origen, 
in Matt., tom. xv. 14. Reference given by Cadbury in 
note 9, Chapter v, p. 204. 
2. The Peril of Modernizing Jesus, p. 105. 
3. Ibid., p. 111. 
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ii. Its Advantages 
After having gone into some detail on the limitations 
of Jesus' social teachings, some attention to what Cadbury 
regards as advantages seems necessary. In the first place, 
he feels that to recognize Jesus as a product of the first 
century, and not the twentieth, is more accurate 
historically. Thus, one would not expect him to have the 
modern sociological point of view. When Jesus is viewed 
within his own environment many of his more difficult 
sayings can be understood, for they are judged by the 
standards and outlook of that day, not ours. 
In the second place, there is, according to Cadbury, 
a real advantage in Jesus' emphasis upon individual 
responsibility. 
By his emphasis upon the doer of good 
rather than the recipient of good, upon 
the perpetrator of evil rather than the 
victim of evil, Jesus seems to rely on 
man's sense of duty rather than his sense 
of rights. Moral responsibility rather 
than a claim for justice is the motive for 
righteousness.l 
Cadbury feels that Jesus started with man where he was and 
showed him what his individual responsibility was. He says 
only the modern mind starts with the ideal to be realized, 
and inquires the necessary steps toward that realization. 
1. Ibid., p. 116. 
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Another advantage associated with personal responsi-
bility is that of multiplying the Good Samaritans, rather 
than the reduction of those who would be victims on the road 
from Jerusalem to Jericho. Here the stress is again on the 
individual, rather than the group. The great contrast 
between Jesus' view and the modern view on social reform 
is to be seen in examples like the above. The modern view 
would be to clean up or stamp out by some agency of the 
State or the church those individuals who are responsible 
for crimes against society. But Jesus starts at the other 
end and works to increase the doers of good, rather than to 
devise some agency to reduce the doers of evil. "Jesus' 
concern is not so much the saving of society but a society 
of saviors, • • • ul 
For those who would say that Jesus' method is too 
much out of date to be valuable today, Cadbury comes back 
with these words: 
The modern reliance on laws, reforms, 
changed customs, mechanical preventives 
does not make obsolete Jesus' method. 
It has been truly said that Jesus believed 
that character should transform environ-
ment, not vice versa, and there are many 
times when the greater wisdom and permanence 
of his method are manifest.2 
Another advantage to be seen in the limitations of 
Jesus' teaching when regarded from the standpoint of modern 
1. Ibid. 
2e Ibid. 
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thinking is that individual action is not hampered by the 
many pitfalls of group action. Cadbury says: 
There is another advantage for those who 
begin like Jesus with correct individual 
reaction rather than with an ultimate 
ideal society. They need not rely on the 
guidance of expediency and conjectured 
results, nor are they tempted to adopt 
immoral means to worthy ends. One of the 
tragedies of so much moral idealism of 
modern society is precisely here that, 
with its eye on right through distant 
goals, it allows itself to follow paths 
which themselves ignore or deny the same 
ideals. Here we crush the individual in 
order to make a better world for individ-
uals, we permit tyranny in the quest of 
liberty, we wage wars to end wars. Were we 
as sensitive to the immediate consistency 
of the means as we are ambitious for the 
ends, we might discover that evil is not 
the road to good.l 
Still another advantage Cadbury mentions is that 
because of his emphasis upon the individual rather than on 
society, Jesus calls the sinner, not the righteous; the 
sick, not the well; the one lost sheep, not the ninety and 
nine. As was the case with the woman taken in adultery, 
Jesus was more interested in salvaging the individual than 
he was in developing some kind of social control which would 
help to reduce the number of such instances. Individual 
action or reaction for the good does not have to wait on, 
nor is it dependent upon, the group. It is a personal duty 
and a moral obligation. One cannot wait for the ideal 
1. ~., pp. 116-117. 
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society to form character. Character must transform society. 
This was the approach Jesus used, according to Cadbury. 
Finally, an appreciation of the limitation of Jesus• 
social teachings might lead us back to the religious motive, 
the religious attitude which is so inseparably linked with 
the instructions which Jesus gave. This religious spirit 
which characterized Jesus is a prerequisite for any effec-
tive program of social betterment, according to Cadbury. 
He says: 
No passion for humanity, no philanthropic 
sentiment, no program for social betterment 
can be more effective in producing perfectly 
socialized persons than the essentially 
religious spirit such as we find in Jesus. 
This religious spirit cannot be put on at 
will, is not always easy for the modern mind. 
In fact it must be expressed in different 
terms in different ages and may today some-
times lurk unrecognized or scornfully denied 
under the philosophy of sociology and phil-
anthropy. When it does exist it is marked by 
the same power, insight, instinctive virtue 
and persistent efficacy which marked the 
career of Jesus. • .1 
Such are some of the advantages to be found in the 
teachings of Jesus. To come to recognize their limitations 
in the very unmodern environment from which they came is 
not to discredit them, though they are not to be fitted 
into the pattern of the social gospel advocates. One needs 
to appreciate the impact of these unmodern teachings upon 
present day society when they are motivated and captivated 
l. Ibid., pp. 118-119. 
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by the essentiallY religious spirit which characterized 
Jesus himself. Jesus started with the individual, not with 
some ideal society. This discussion indicates Cadbury's 
position with reference to the social gospel movement. He 
most decidedly disagrees with the premise that the teachings 
of Jesus are the model for social reform as advocated by 
Ellwood, Harnack, and others. They are inadequate for this 
purpose, for Jesus was individual-centered, not group-
centered. He appreciates their unmodern flavor and feels 
that they have relevance, but they should not be taken out 
of their environment and superimposed upon modern thought, 
as many have done. Cadbury is not so much against social 
reform as he is against the methods used to ascribe to Jesus 
these very modern attitudes. 
iii. Jesus' Purpose and Motive 
Did Jesus have a well-defined purpose and plan in his 
life around which all his thoughts and actions were moti-
vated? Was there a consistent plan, purpose, and aim for 
his life which served as a unifying principle? Or are 
these anachronisms of the modern mind? 
the ~~rst two questions in the nega-Gadbury answers ~· 
tive. The third question is in the affirmative. His basic 
view on this matter may be found in these words: 
What I wish to propose is that Jesus probably 
had no definite, unified, consciou~ purpo~e; 
that an absence of such a program ~s a pr~ori 
likely and that it suits well the historical 
evidence. Further I think that this explains 
some of the phenomena connected with his 
teachings.l 
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Cadbury says that it is quite a normal thing for one 
to ascribe a clear-cut purpose to an especially great person 
whose mind we admire, in spite of the fact that we recognize 
that particular circumstances may alter the methods used to 
~~~in certain premeditated goals. Thus, opportunist 
~ - reaction is not seen to be inconsistent with a well-defined 
--
' - ....:.-
--~-~'" -
purpose in life. The modern mind almost requires that one's 
deeds and actions be motivated by a consistent unifying 
principle. How does one ascertain this conscious principle 
in one? Cadbury answers: 
The person's aim is to be deduced from his 
recorded words and actions. These words and 
actions were motivated by his aim. They were 
chosen with a view to their effectiveness 
towards the end that was conceived. Thus 
each consistent individual represents a 
natural interrelation of a general aim, of 
corresponding particular motives, and of 
reactions according with that aim and those 
motives.2 
This modern attitude is often assumed in the thinking 
and writing about Jesus. Various writers ascribe various 
aims and purposes to Jesus. Cadbury does not attempt to 
~m~are these or to ask which of these pictures is a true 
;:--~ ·0 
:~,--portr~i t of Jesus. Rather, he asks the prior question, 
1. Cadbury, The Peril of Modernizing Jesus, p. 141. 
pp. 120-121. 
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11Was Jesus af'ter all, not so modern and so purposive 
as we assume?"l Cadbury recognizes the dif'f'iculty in dis-
proving this modern assumption, but he reminds us that 
there are ~ome a priori considerations which should be 
noted. 
I 
First, ;~?us was a product of' his own environment, a 
culture which was;"·2Mlta'i'~,§.~Y .. ~ established pattern. Like 
most Jews he had little, if' any, occasion to ref'lect upon 
the purpose of' human lif'e in general or his own lif'e in 
particular. For one who had an inquisitive mind, religion 
of'f'ered the answer, much like the Christian creeds did f'or 
later questioners. Convention and example gave direction. 
The pattern of' least resistance was f'ollowed, as was the 
normal round of' birth to death.2 In other words, Cadbury 
is suggesting that much of' the pattern already had been 
established f'or Jesus completely apart f'rom any conscious 
ef'f'ort on his part. 
Another pattern which also would be an unpremeditated 
guide to any Jew, and Jesus in particular, was that of' the 
·trades and prof'essions. Being a builder by trade, Jesus 
would f'ollow in general the normal pattern, though varied 
by his particular circumstances. Yet, Jesus did not f'ollow 
his trade in adult lif'e, as one would expect in our modern 
1. Ibid., p. 122. 
2. ~., pp. 122-123. 
~ -·-...._~ 
£ ....... ---· 
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world which puts so much stress on making a living. Just 
how different his life was from our modern economic age is 
pointed out in the following: 
The demands for food and shelter were easily 
met or easily ignored. There is no reason 
to suppose that in his freedom from worry, 
in his lack of a place to lay his head, in 
his life of roving, Jesus was much more of 
a vagabond or gipsy than many another in the 
land.l 
In connection with the professions, there is another 
pattern which Cadbury cites as providing an unconscious 
substitute for a conscious program. This is the life of 
the scribe. In spite of the fact that Jesus is pictured 
in contrast to them in the gospels he is very much like 
them. He, like they, had disciples, taught in the syna-
gogues or along the roadside, answered questions put to 
him much like the scribes, was called 11rabbi, 11 and in many 
other ways was like them.2 This was a pre-set pattern also 
which, no doubt, guided Jesus to a great extent without him 
consciously recognizing it. 
Cadbury denies that Jesus had a well-defined system 
of teaching which was motivated by a single conscious 
motive. Although Jesus, like the rabbis, spent much of 
his time in teaching, one is not to suppose that there was 
the modern equivalent of schedule of classes and exact 
1. Ibid., p. 124. 
2. Ibid., pp. 124-125. 
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curriculum. On the contrary, much of Jesus 1 teaching is of 
a casual nature and in response to particular situations. 
Older theology attributed to Jesus one unifying pur-
pose. That purpose was the divine plan of salvation of 
which Jesus was cognizant and which he followed with un-
swerving devotion. According to this view, Jesus knew this 
was the Father 1 s plan and the Father's will. Everything 
that he did was to be seen within this frame of reference. 
Thus, Jesus would have known from a very early date the 
outline of this plan and with conscious purpose sought to 
carry it out, even to the Cross. But Cadbury indicates that 
there was a shift of emphasis from the saving aspect of 
Jesus• plan to that of his teachings and character. Since 
these are normative for us, he says that we naturally 
believe them to be important to the purpose of Jesus. 
Therefore, we seek to find his purpose, for in it "we 
expect to find his secret in the intention of his soul, in 
his aim, ambition, striving."l In finding that purpose we 
come not only to identify ourselves with the will of God in 
a program of social reconstruction, but also to share in 
some of the dynamic overflow which comes from a cooper~tive 
effort with God 1 s plan for the world. It would appear from 
the above discussion that Cadbury would say that modern man 
needs to find in Jesus a conscious and consistent purpose, 
l. Ibid., p. 126. 
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not only to serve as a guide for social betterment, but 
also to furnish the dynamics which are necessary to execute 
such a program. 
Regarding those who accepted the eschatological 
teachings of Jesus as apocalyptic, Cadbury says that they, 
also, sought to find one unifying principle around which to 
view all of his teachings. This principle was, of course, 
the belief in the imminent expectation of the apocalyptic 
kingdom. All of his teachings were colored by this belief. 
Cad bury says: 
Hence the problem of consistent (konsequent) 
eschatology was not: Must we retain the 
eschatological sayings in our records? but 
it was: What was Jesus aiming at in view of 
the near coming of the kingdom?l 
Cadbury points out further that the extremists like William 
Wrede and Albert Schweitzer took one element from the 
teachings of Jesus which was, in all probability, a part of 
his Weltanschauung and attempted to explain all his teach-
ings within this context. He says, 11In other words, they 
are reducing Jesus to a consistent purpose.n2 
Cadbury says that it is true that the expectation of 
a cataclysmic event such as this would produce a sense of 
urgency and crisis which, in itself, suggests a dominating 
purpose. However, this does not mean that Jesus' actions 
1. The Peril of Modernizing Jesus, pp. 127-128. 
2. Ibid., p. 128. 
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or thoughts were motivated by this one thing into a well 
mapped-out plan. It may have produced an earnestness and 
an incentive, but 11 any corresponding definiteness of 
direction is not easy to visualize except in quite general 
terms.nl He adds further, "Apocalyptic is only too likely 
to be panicky pressure rather than constructive aim. If 
Jesus had drive, had he also direction?"2 This does not 
necessarily follow, Cadbury would say, if by drive one 
means moving in a well-preconceived sense of direction. 
We noted previously that the social gospel advocates 
stated that Jesus believed that the kingdom of God was a 
social concept which became the basis for all his teachings. 
It may be pointed out here that these same interpreters 
see this as consisting in a single, definite, and well-
planned program. Cadbury says of these: 
1. Ibid. 
2. Ibid. 
They regard him as a social reformer, a 
propagandist with a program. His program 
was the Kingdom of God--to change the figure 
a little startlingly--the brotherhood of 
man and the fatherhood of God. His gospel 
was not merely some academic abstract of a 
Utopia but a constitution for a better 
society for which Jesus both lived and died. 
Like the eschatologists these interpreters 
wish to relate Jesus• actions to a definite 
policy or program. They find the key to 
that program in his social teaching to 
others. They assume that his own life was 
shaped by the same purpose--a Purpose with 
a capital P1--unwavering, conscious, absorbing, glorifying. 
Cadbury denies this, for he does not accept their first 
premise. 
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Regarding the instances cited in the synoptics which 
indicate that Jesus had a conscious plan, Cadbury says that 
these are secondary utterances created by the church to 
answer certain needs or problems which came up. The "I 
came" passages are cited as the chief example of this sort 
of thing. He says of them, 11They look a little too reflec-
tive or objective for Jesus. . . .. and many of them seem 
to be intended to answer the reflection of the church, as 
for example, tThink not that I came. 1112 Here, Cadbury is in 
sympathy with the form critics, especially Bultmann. 
Cadbury says that too often we judge a man's motives 
by what he does. Thus, the results become the criteria for 
ascertaining purpose or plan. If a person is a success, 
then one naturally assumes that this success is the result 
of a certain well-defined purpose. When applied to Jesus, 
if' 
we reverently assume that Jesus in particular 
was a success, then even his death was in 
accord and not in conflict with his aim. 
Hence we read back into his3mind the results which we see have followed. 
1. Ibid., pp. 128-129. 
2 • Ibid • , p • 13 5. 
3. Ibid. , p. 13 7. 
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But is this always the case? Does this automatically fol-
low? Cadbury says, "No. 11 
But life often works the other way. Men 
aim at one thing and find another. They 
build better than they know, or God takes 
their failures and makes successes of them.l 
From the above discussion one sees that Cadbury 
denies that Jesus had a well-defined plan for his life, 
that is, a conscious plan. However, he appears to be a 
little inconsistent, as the following comments will try to 
indicate. Cadbury turns to the ethical teachings of Jesus 
to try to find purpose. He feels that we know much more 
about this phase of his life than any other. Several 
possibilities are mentioned. 
Jesus 1 main purpose may have been to instill 
a new way of life, by his teaching and 
example to establish as far as possible 
in contemporary Judaism, or in the leavening 
group within it which his followers so 
imperfectly became, a higher standard of 
conduct. • • • he may have deliberately 
worked out and consistently applied a new, 
complete standard of ethics.2 
Then Cadbury adds: Uif he aimed to build a church, 
this is again not inconsistent. His church could have been 
intended to embody these principles.tt3 Cadbury does not 
state these as fact, but as possibility; yet by inference 
1. Ibid. 
2. Ibid., pp. 138-139. 
3. Ibid., p. 139. 
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one might suppose that here he ascribes to Jesus a conscious 
plan or program. The evidence, however, which he cites 
against such a view is much more abundant. Perhaps enough 
has been said to explain fully Cadbury's position. He 
offers other evidence, but it is essentially the same as 
that which already has been cited. 
From the above one might be inclined to conclude that 
Jesus lived a very disorganized life. Such is not the case. 
Cadbury drops some words of caution at this point. 
Though Jesus did not share our character-
istically modern emphasis upon a conscious 
life purpose, neither did he definitely 
reject it. It was not presented to him as 
an alternative ideal to his own rather passive 
and casual career.l 
A second warning which seems to be more to the point 
is that even though Jesus did not share our modern type of 
conscious planning, his life is not to be considered with-
out unity. Here, Cadbury suggests an inner quality of 
Jesus' life which served as an organizing principle and 
which gave his life a rare consistency. However, this 
principle is not to be seen as the results of conscious 
planning, quite the contrary. 
The true quality of life is not in the 
conscious, but in the subconscious, not 
in pose and profession but in deed and in 
truth. [As to the real basis for this 
inner quality, Cadbury adds't] The native 
1. Ibid., pp. 147-148. 
intuition of Jesus gave him no doubt a 
deep-lying consistency, what Thomas a Kempis 
would call an interior simplicity. What-
ever he said and did was not brought by 
him into accord with some external criterion; 
it sprang from an inner coordination of life. 
In such cases logical consistency is not 
always present, and is not intended; but a 
moral consistency may be there, an habitual 
reaction and a natural self-accord •••• 
Such a life gets its unity neither from its 
goals nor from any standard of action but 
from an unphrmred inner quality and 
temperament.l 
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An example of this kind of quality in Jesus is cited from 
the book of Acts which describes his spontaneous consist-
ency and casualness. nit was 1all the days that he went 
in and out among us, 1 or 'he went about doing good.'"2 
Thus, according to Cadbury, Jesus did not have a 
conscious plan in the modern sense of the word. His life 
was guided subconsciously perhaps by an inner consistency 
and was characterized by a naive, passive fatalism in which 
the planning was left to God. Jesus' submission to the 
Cross is to be seen in this light. This kind of submission, 
the submission to the will of God, in itself, gave his life 
a kind of unity, but "it lacks all that creative planning, 
intelligent selection, singleness of purpose and the like 
that we usually mean in our efforts to preach the integration 
of life.n3 Jesus' life is to be regarded as rather casual. 
1. The Peril of Modernizing Jesus, p. 148. 
2. Ibid. 
3. Ibid., p. 142. 
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He reacts in a spontane6us manner to situations as they 
arise. Conscious decisions were of a varied and isolated 
character which depended upon "flashes of insight and 
inspiration rather than upon some conscious planning and 
labored artistry .nl 
Perhaps only a brief statement with reference to 
.Jesus' motives is sufficient here. Cadbury recognizes the 
limitations in this endeavor and says that we proceed, at 
best, on mere conjecture. But he says that if .Jesus was 
not conscious about his program, he may not have been 
conscious about his motives either.2 
The motive in others to which .Jesus appeals, Cadbury 
calls the nself-regarding" motive. This has been discussed 
already, to some extent, in connection with .Jesus' approach 
to individual duty and responsibility. .Jesus' concern was 
for the individual; certain requirements were placed upon 
him for his own welfare with little thought or advice for 
the other party involved. This self-regarding motive may 
appear to be a rather selfish motive when viewed from modern 
ethical standards. Cadbury says that we are rather embar-
rassed in our professed altruism to discover this self-
regarding motive present in .Jesus' appeal to individuals.3 
1. Ibid., pp. 142-143. 
2. Ibid., p. 149. 
3. Ibid., p. 150. 
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Is this self-regarding motive which is seen in Jesus' 
concern for others also characteristic of his own life? 
Cadbury only poses the question without attempting to 
answer it except by inference which seems to say, "Yes." 
Was Jesus himself so impelled? Was he 
looking out for number one? Did he lose 
his life to save it, deny himself to gain 
a hundred fold, take up the cross to gain 
the world?l 
Just why would men follow Jesus? What appeal did he 
make that furnished the dynamics for men to lay down all 
and follow him? Cadbury recognizes the difficulty in trying 
to fathom the inner resources of one who lived so long ago. 
However, he suggests the possibility that Jesus 
counted on the self-evident righteousness 
of his standards of conduct, so that when 
he suggested a course of action its intrin-
sic appeal would meet a response in other 
men's hearts and they would follow.2 
This may be the case, but Cadbury says we cannot be certain 
that Jesus followed such a line of thought. 
iv. Conclusion 
The previous discussion sought to interpret Cadbury 1 s 
reaction to the social gospel movement with reference to 
the teachings of Jesus. His conclusion is that Jesus' 
teachings as reflected in the gospels do not furnish us the 
l. Ibid. 
2. ~., p. 151. 
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specific guidance for social reconstruction, which some in. 
the past have indicated. Jesus cannot be proclaimed as the 
protagonist for various modern movements toward social 
reform. Cadbury does not deny the value of modern inter-
pretations of the teachings of Jesus which result in some 
constructive program for betterment of mankind, but he does 
reject the idea that these modern movements rightly reflect 
Jesus' own very unmodern point of view. Jesus' approach 
was through the individual, not the group, and through 
the doer, not the recipient. The modern terms of social 
institutions, social groups, social interrelations, and 
social motives are not to be superimposed upon one who 
lived in the first century. They are anachronisms which 
are foreign to the first century mind. Thus, Cadbury sees 
some serious limitations in the teachings of Jesus in this 
respect. That is, Jesus has little, if anything, to say 
which would fit into these modern terminologies. 
In spite of these limitations, Cadbury sees some 
advantages to be gained from the very unmodern attitude of 
Jesus. In the first place, it does Jesus more justice to 
place him in his own environment. It is more historically 
correct. Then by his insistence upon individual responsi-
bility, Jesus appeals to man's own sense of duty rather than 
his sense of rights, which is the first step toward the 
transformation of character. Character is to transform 
society, not the other way around. With the emphasis placed 
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upon the individual as the genesis of moral reconstruction, 
many of the modern pitfalls can be avoided, such as the 
guidance of expediency and conjectured results, as well 
as the adoption of immoral means to worthy goals. Perhaps 
the greatest advantage is to get back to the essentially 
religious attitude and the religious spirit which char-
acterized the instruction which Jesus gave. This can be 
done only by keeping Jesus in his unmodern environment and 
by attempting to discover something of the psychology of 
his age. Any effective program of social betterment must 
be characterized by the religious spirit of Jesus. 
On the matter of Jesus 1 purpose and motive, it was 
pointed out that Cadbury rejected the idea that Jesus had a 
well-defined program by which all his actions were directed. 
Neither is there to be seen in Jesus a consistent, unifying 
principle around which his life was integrated. These are 
modern concepts. Jesus' life was rather casual, naive, and 
fatalistic--a passive fatalism, especially in accepting the 
Cross as the will of God. 
Why were these modern items lacking in Jesus' thinking? 
Cadbury says there were a number of substitutes which served 
Jesus in place of a conscious plan. These were to be found 
in his own environment which already was well established. 
There was the molding influence of the trades and the pro-
fessions and other established patterns of convention. 
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Religion provided the answer for the inquisitive mind; 
therefore, there was little need for the conscious, and 
often anxious, thought which so often characterizes our 
modern youth in the matter of what to do with one's life. 
Our industrial age offers many alternatives which certainly 
were not characteristic of the first century. 
Many attempts have tried to reduce Jesus' teachings 
to a single consistent aim, plan, or program, but to do so 
is to read back into the records the presuppositions of our 
own making. When someone is successful, Cadbury says that 
we seek to ascertain his purposes by the results which 
follow him. With the a priori estimate of Jesus and the 
success which followed his teachings one naturally assumes, 
says Cadbury, that he had a well-defined plan. Thus, by 
looking at the results one feels that he can determine with 
certainty just what Jesus• plan was. But Cadbury says that 
this does not always follow. There are too many variables 
which affect the outcome. Life does not always work out 
that way. Hence, it is a serious mistake to try to ascer-
tain purpose by judging consequences. 
If it is true that Jesus was not conscious of a defin-
ite plan for his life, then is his life to be regarded as 
disorganized? Quite the contrary, says Cadbury. Although 
Jesus may not have shared our modern conscious plan for 
life, his life is not to be regarded without unity. This 
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unity is to be seen in an inner quality which Jesus 
possessed unconsciously, which was the organizing prin-
ciple in his life. The true quality of life resides in the 
subconscious, not the conscious. 
One can see and appreciate what Cadbury has attempted 
to do, namely, to counteract the gross modernization of 
the teachings of Jesus. In the opinion of this writer, 
he has done a commendable job in this respect. He has 
placed Jesus back in his environment. But having done so, 
one wonders just how relevant first century teaching is to 
this atomic age in which we find ourselves. Cadbury has 
rescued Jesus from the interpreters of the social gospel, 
but having done so, he also has robbed the gospels of much 
of the dynamics which this particular interpretation pro-
vided, without giving an adequate substitute. Much of his 
thinking seems to be negative, and a reaction to an exag-
gerated emphasis; but this is not enough. Perhaps one of 
the basic causes for modernization is the attempt to find 
in Jesus' teachings something to help meet the needs of our 
day. Truly, our first step in coming to a better under-
standing of Jesus' teachings is to learn as much about his 
environment as possible, but having done that, what do we 
do next? One would wish that Cadbury had spent more time on 
this aspect. He did suggest a rather noble undertaking in 
the matter of making the spirit of Jesus a prerequisite for 
any worthy program of human betterment. Yet, even this is 
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beset with many difficulties, for how can one ascertain the 
inner psychology of one who lived so long ago, especially 
since we have few objective criteria for judging? Cadbury 
recognizes that one is largely in the field of conjecture 
here. Yet when he talks about an inner quality of soul, 
an unconscious or subconscious unifying principle in Jesus, 
has Cadbury completely escaped the modernization which he 
so strongly has pointed out in others? Are not these terms 
quite modern? 
If we assume for Jesus this inner quality of life 
which served as an organizing principle on the little 
objective data which our records indicate, could we not by 
the same token ascribe a little more conscious plan or 
purpose to his life? Who is to say that a sense of mission, 
a sense of calling, is a completely modern idea? Cadbury 
is willing to admit this for Paul and some of the Old 
Testament prophets, why not for Jesus?1 Could it be that 
he has overstated himself because of his reaction to un-
founded modernizations of Jesus? If Jesus was as casual 
and passive as Cadbury has suggested, one wonders what pro-
vided the stimulus for his actions and the sense of dedi-
cation which he had to a cause which led him to the Cross. 
Would not Jesus' belief in the apocalyptic kingdom promote 
an urgency which would offset this ttcasualness 11 that Cadbury 
1. The Peril of Modernizing Jesus, p. 141. 
ascribes to him? Cadbury admits that this would give 
drive, but not direction. Is this necessarily true? 
6. The Titles o~ Jesus in Acts 
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The purpose o~ this section is to investigate Cadbury's 
treatment o~ the titles ascribed to Jesus in the book o~ 
Acts to see i~ they give any insight on the historical 
Jesus. The basic concern~': in this investigation is to try 
to determine i~ these titles carry with them any Messianic 
overtones, or any other distinctive or technical signi~i­
cance ~or the writer o~ Acts. 
Cadbury does not attempt to do a complete study o~ 
these names since they already had been studied in another 
volume.l He says: 
The origin and meaning o~ the terms does 
not now concern us. It will be su~~icient 
here to indicate such ~acts about the usage 
in Acts as deserve special consideration.2 
Notwithstanding the preceding quotation, Cadbury does con-
cern himsel~ with these two aspects at various points, as 
the ~allowing discussion will indicate. 
Some ~i~teen names are analyzed in minute detail. 
Only those which seem to be the most signi~icant will be 
discussed. The ~irst o~ these is that o~ 'I~aoUs , coming 
1. Foakes-Jackson and Kirsopp Lake, (eds.) The Beginnings o~ 
Christianity: Part I, The Acts o~ the Apostles (London: 
Macmillan and Company, Limited, 1920), I, 345-418. 
2. Ibid., (1933), V, 355. 
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from the Hebrew Joshua, which in its later form was 3eshua 
( ! ~ ~ } ) "which also explains the e in the Greek spelling. ul 
The name perhaps meant UJehovah is salvation,n and is so 
used in Matthew 2:21. But in a footnote, Cadbury suggests 
that the original use was different. 
The shorter (and original?) form has nothing 
to do with 3HVH. 3eshua occurs in other 
Semitic languages, and Joshua the Hebrew 
conqueror may be identical with Iashuia of 
the !marna letter (Knudtzon 256).2 
Although the name Jesus was used quite extensively during 
this period, as well as before, Cadbury says: 
The etymology was rarely conscious to those 
who named their ehildren so. With us, too, 
all names have an etymology, but it is rarely 
thought of in connection with those who carry 
them.3 
Cadbury suggests that the name was used in a variety 
of ways. By the evangelists it is used to indicate the 
historical figure as the subject of their narratives, but 
in the epistles the single name without any other descrip-
tive adjective is quite rare. Revelation uses it freely, 
but not primarily, for the historical figure. In Hebrews, 
where the humanity of Christ is emphasized, it is used 
often. But here Cadbury notes that it is used at the end 
of a sentence as an apposition to a descriptive term. When 
1. Ibid. 
2. Ibid. 
3. Ibid. 
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one comes to the book of' Acts, nthe simple word is compara-
tively rare.nl In some cases it is used as it is in the 
gospels, and in some cases like that of' Hebrews, as an 
apposition. 
Cadbury's opinion is that nthe name Jesus theref'ore 
carried no special f'orce with it, rr2 and, "there does not 
seem to be in Acts any peculiar use of' the simple 'I1)o'ol:Jc;;.n3 
The second term considered is that of' o Natrupa1o~ • 
This term never appears alone, but always with'I~aol:Jc;; or 
XPto'~6c;; • Cadbury f'eels that this term had no 
special signif'icance. It was used only to indicate the 
place f'rom which Jesus came. Since the name Jesus was 
common, the necessity arose to distinguish the various 
people carrying that name.~ 
The term XP'I.a~6c;; , next to "Nazarene," is suggested 
as the most purely identif'ying addition to 11Jesus.n5 But 
Cadbury maintains that this is not a primitive stage; in the 
book of' Acts its use is of'ten still a title, and not a name. 
1. Ibid., p. 356. 
2. Ibid., p. 355. 
3. Ibid., p. 356. 
~- Ibid., pp. 356-357. 
5. ~., p. 357-
How far from bein~ a mere name with forgotten 
etymology XPtcrTo~ is for our author is 
shown, I believe, further by his use of it 
for the Old Testament Messiah without special 
reference to Jesus and its occurrence in the 
predicate as in ii.36.1 
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Cadbury says that the term XptcrTo~ would have sounded 
unintelligible to the Greeks, and its use nin an etymological 
sense is therefore all the more striking in a writer like 
Luke."2 That Luke understood its etymology is further 
evidenced by his use of "the verb XP(c.6 at Acts iv. 27 after 
the Psalmist's phrase Tou XPtcrTou 'auTou (i.e. the anointed 
of the Lord). • • n3 
Cadbury further maintains "that the limited use of 
the combination 'If}crou~ XPtcrTO~ is also important evidence 
in Luke's writings of the continuance of as a 
title rather than a name. n4 Cad bury finds only eleven 
instances of this combination in Acts. Seven of these are 
used in conjunction with T~:'ovop.a and are thus considered 
a part of a formula (Harnack). The other two, Acts 9:34 
and 10:36, are regarded also as such by Cadbury. In the 
two remaining cases XPtcrToi£ is used in combination, "Lord 
Jesus Christ," and as such this also may be regarded as a 
1. The Beginnin~s of Christianity, V, 358, see Lu. 2:26; 
3:15; 24:26, 6; and Acts 2:31. 
2. Ibid., p. 358. 
3. Ibid. 
4. Ibid. 
formula. "There is no consensus of MSS. for including 
Xp~cr-r6~ at iv. 33, xx.21, xxviii. 31. This leaves onJ.y 
xi. 17 and xv. 26. rrl 
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It is Cadburyts conviction, therefore, that for the 
writer of Acts the term Xp~cr-r6s is not a proper name, but 
rather a title. As such, Luke used it in the Jewish sense 
as an appellative. 
In considering the term ~up~o~ , Cadbury feels that 
it is necessary to distinguish its use in narrative from its 
use in discourse. Where it is used in direct address to 
Jesus in the discourse, it also should be treated separately.2 
Cad bury says that the least significant is its use in 
the vocative case, KuptE' in which the meaning is no more 
than "sir.n This is the case of polite address used for 
acquaintances as well as strangers and "carries no special 
suggestion of an exalted station of the person addressed.u3 
Cadbury suggests that for more definite appellations, the 
gospels use such terms as 11otoacr'Ka..AE , 
u4 
• and in Luke, 
Cadbury sees a distinct difference between the use of 
and Kup~o~ • 
1. Ibid., p. 360, n. 2. 
2. Ibid., p. 359. 
3- Ibid., p. 360. 
4. Ibid., n. 6. 
The situation with regard to Kupto~ in 
Acts seems to be almost the reverse o£ that 
in regard to XPta-r6~ • For 6 Kupto~ when 
used of Jesus in Luke-Acts is a stereotyped 
title rather than a conscious ascription of 
Lordship. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
In both books I believe adequate explanation 
of the occurrences o£ Kupto~ would be £ound 
in the author's own free and unconscious use 
of the term, rather than in any systematic 
derivation from sourees.l 
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In those eases where Jesus is either spoken o£, or is 
spoken to,6 Kupto~ has become a fixed surrogate £or Jesus, 
and not a conscious title.2 Then Cadbury says, nActs ii.36 
supplies one of the clearest cases of Kupto~ as a title of 
Jesus, just as it supplies clear evidence of XPtcr-r6~ as a 
title.n3 However, this statement is negated in a footnote. 
At first sight this passage seems parallel 
to Paul•s con£ession that Jesus is Lord 
(1 Cor. xii. 3; Rom.x.9; Phil. ii.ll). It 
should, however, be recalled that it is not 
so much the author's natural use but the 
kind o£ parallelism of Psalms ii. quoted at 
iv.26 ~hat41ed to the explicit Kat Kup~ov Kat XPto''t'OV • 
The terms "Son of Man" and nson o£ Godn each occur 
only once in Acts. Of the former, Cadbury says that it is 
strange that it occurs at all in Acts since it is used 
1. Ibid., pp. 360-361. 
2. Ibid., p. 360. 
3. Ibid. 
4. Ibid., P• 360, no. 1. 
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exclusively in the gospels when Jesus is speaking o~ him-
sal~. He attributes the i~luence o~ Daniel 7:13 to this 
~act, and says that it sheds little light on the term. 
The next term under consideration is that o~ 6 o{xa.t.oc;;. 
It is used three times in Acts: 3:14, 7:52, and 22:14. 
In these three places Cadbury reminds us that the term is 
used with the article and no noun. This leads Cadbury to 
say, ttthis suggests that it is a title rather than simply 
a descriptive adjective.nl 
Taylor suggests that in each case here in Acts the 
word appears in a Messianic sense, and in~ers that this is 
Cadbury 1 s conclusion.2 Hgwever, on close examination of 
Cadbury's treatment one might question this inference. 
Cadbury presents two possibilities, and seems to ~avor an 
untechnical use by Luke. 
In favor o~ regarding 6 5{1ia.t.oc;; in Acts as 
a title is its definite re~erence to Jesus 
and its complete substitution for a name 
or pronoun re~erring to Him. The Simili-
tudes o~ Enoch xxxviii.2 apparently attest 
"the righteous one" of the Messiah in 
pre-Christian Judaism, but one doubt~ul 
instance hardly suf~ices to prove that it 
was a ~ixed term.3 [Italics mine.] 
For the other side this statement is forthcoming. 
l. Ibid., pp. 363-364. 
2. Vincent Taylor, The Names o~ Jesus (London: Macmillan 
and Company, Limited, 1953), p. 82. 
3. The Beginnings of Christianity, V, 364. 
Against supposing that Acts is so using it 
is the free way in which it is expanded by 
a similar adjective in iii.l4 to TOV &ytov 
Kat o{Ktos • In other respects also it 
seems to retain in Luke-Acts an untechnical 
meaning. If 6 o{Ktos subsequently was 
established in Christianity as a title for 
Jesus it would doubtless be read into these 
passages • • • .1 
Cadbury 1 s belief that this term was used in an un-
technical sense is indicated by another statement. 
So of Jesus in Luke xxiii. 47 
(not 6 o{Ktos ) replaces Mark xv.39 (not:b uto,~ Tou ee:oU). Here, unless we see 
a far-fetched echo of Wisdom of Solomon 
ii.8 ••• , Luke is simply putting in the 
centurion•s mouth the more colourless 
rtinnocenttt for the more technical or 
"superstitious" Son of God.2 
Cadbury attaches particular interest to the term 
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6 na.t~, although it occurs only four times in Acts, 
namely, 3:13,26 and 4:27,30. It is noted that in each 
case the word is followed by the possessive pronoun ttuTou 
or crou meaning, of course, HGod's.n 
Cadbury is concerned with two questions here. On the 
one hand, why is this term limited to Jesus in Acts as well 
as in almost all the rest of the New Testament? On the 
other hand, and more important, what is the significance or 
meaning of the term?3 
1. Ibid. 
2. Ibid., p. 364, n. 3. 
3. Ibid., pp. 364-365. 
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As with other appellations of Jesus, 6 ~ai~ also 
is limited to the spoken parts. Cadbury suggests that the 
liturgical use of the term has been generally recognized, 
though the opinion is not unanimous. That whatever was 
liturgical was also ancient seems commonly to have been 
assumed. Therefore, Cadbury maintains that since it is 
not found in Paul and was limited to the earliest chapters 
in Acts a primitive Christology is represented. 
Some of those who reject the view stated above see 
the influence of the Septuagint in the use of this term. 
It is not primitive, therefore; but it is a product of 
Hellenistic rather than Palestinian Christianity.l Cadbury 
notes that the simple meaning of recti~ is child, which sug-
gests less parental relationship than does ut6~ Its 
emphasis is upon youth. 
However, in the Septuagint it has another use. 
On the other hand, like certain similar 
words in other languages it may also be 
used of ttservant, 11 and as a matter of fact 
in the LXX it is used no less often than 
ooU.Ao'.) to translate "1-:J:~. • • • • It 
seems altogether likely, therefore, that 
though recti~ elsewhere in Luke-Acts may 
mean "child,u or even 11 son,u in these 
passages it meant nservant.n2 
Is the term ttservant of Godn in the Old Testament a 
unique term? This is hardly the case, according to Cadbury. 
1. Ibid., p. 365. 
2. Ibid. 
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For it had become a rather general term which was applied 
to many outstanding men in history. Such notables as Moses, 
Jacob, Abraham, Job, Israel, David, and Zerubbabel are cited 
in connection with this term. Other incidences are given 
such as in the Psalms of Solomon 12:6 Israel his servant, 
17:21 Israel thy servant, in Luke 1:54 Israel his servant, 
and 1:69 David his servant. Of all these Cadbury says that 
they are ttas liturgical as any of the passages with n:c1is ••• 
. . . . Indeed, twice 'thy servant David' occurs 
in the same context of a prayer as 'thy servant Jesus.rnl 
Cadbury readily agrees that this liturgical idiom was used 
in the Old Testament, but he asks "Is it an echo of a 
specific Old Testament passage or person?tt2 He would 
answer this question in the negative, in spite of the common 
assumption that lithe use of n:a.1 ~ with Jesus is generally 
regarded as a definite reference to the so-called Suffering 
Servant of parts of Isaiah, notably Isaiah liii.n3 
Cadbury is very skeptical of the usual predictive 
element attributed to Isaiah liii by modern commentators 
and preachers. In spite of the general acceptance of this 
conclusion, he feels that it has little basis to stand on. 
1. Ibid., p. 366. 
2. Ibid. 
3. Ibid., p. 366. 
For he says that the £igure o£ Isaiah in early Christian 
interpretation is very scanty indeed. 
There is little evidence that it played so 
central a role. Paul and Luke refer £re-
quently in a general way to the Scriptural 
expectation o£ Christ's passion, but Paul 
never uses Isaiah's words and Luke but once (Acts viii. 32 £.).1 
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Cadbury also denies the vicarious clauses in Isaiah 
liii. 
Luke, however, as I have pointed out else-
where, not only omits "vicarious" phrases 
found in Mark, but the one time that he 
does quote Isaiah liii. almost unbelieveably 
escapes all vicarious phrases with which 
that passage abounds.2 
Cadbury attributes this identification of ndis in Acts, 
chapters 3 and ~, with the Suffering Servant of Second 
Isaiah to a preconceived notion of what primitive Christology 
must have been.. He is willing to admit that naT s crou or llu-rou 
may have been used for Jesus in early Christianity in a 
liturgical sense, and that the use may have come from the 
Old Testament. But, says he1 
1. Ibid. 
2. Ibid. 
That the usage applies to a speci£ic Old 
Testament passage or group of passages seems 
most unlikely in view of its wide distribution 
in the LXX. More probably it is used of Jesus 
as o£ other Old Testament personages both 
famous and anonymous. That Acts does not use 
it elsewhere may be due to the sources, or to 
the decreasingly Biblical language of the 
volume as it proceeds, or to psychological 
reasons less tangible or rational.l 
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The use or the term has a great deal or ambiguity 
connected with it, and thus its precise meaning is difricult 
to ascertain. Cadbury admits that in later Christianity it 
came to be rused with 61o·c;_ when applied to Jesus. That it 
meant in its earlier days "child," or more particularly 
"servant,u is also conceded. Its use in Acts is not a term 
ror sonship. But, says Cadbury; 
Whether it is reminiscent of the figure in 
Second Isaiah, or whether it is rather a 
somewhat archaic term not so much redolent 
of a given section of Scripture as suggestive 
of the language in which the notable figures 
of sacred history are described, cannot be 
settled with certainty. It is sufficient here 
to warn against the too easy assumption of 
dependence on Second Isaiahts Ebed Yahweh.2 
Cadbury attaches very little importance to the term 
~PX~Y6~ and says that it is hardly a title for Jesus. It 
appears in Acts 3:15 and 5:31 as well as in Hebrews 2:10 
and 12:2. "The noun besides its literal meaning of leader 
(perhaps military) has come to suggest the progenitor of a 
race or group, or the originator of certain human insti-
tutions, especially of benefactions. 11 3 It is indicated 
that in pagan mythology the word is used of heroes, "but it 
1. The Beginnings of Christianity, v, 367. 
2. Ibid., p. 369. 
3. Ibid. 
is not, therefore, a divine title and ought not to be under-
stood in Acts and Hebrews as showing the apotheosis of 
.Jesus.nl 
The term crru~~P is to be found in Acts 5:31 and 
13:23. Cadbury suggests that Christian theology has read 
more Christology into this word than it had at first. He 
notes that Christian usage changed its emphasis from the 
earthly and present meaning as an honorific title used of 
"victorious generals or peace-loving kings or emperors,n2 
to spiritual and post-mortem blessings. 
The term 6: kpxoJ1c:vo~ , meaning the ucoming One," is 
found in Acts 19:4 and a number of places in the gospels. 
Cadbury believes that because of the modifying phrases con-
nected with it the term is inconspicuous and, therefore, has 
little Christological significance. He says: 
The whole expression should be treated as 
untechnieal. The unmodified 6 kpxo~c:vo~ 
appears only in Luke vii.l9 f. ~ Matt. xi. 3. 
There is no evidence that it was a Jewish or 
Christian technical term.3 
The foregoing discussion has investigated in some 
detail Cadbury 1 s treatment of the names applied to Jesus in 
the book of Acts. It will be remembered that the major con-
cern was to see what significance these names had for the 
1. Ibid., p. 370. 
2. Ibid., p. 371. 
3. Ibid., p. 373. 
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author of Acts, in Cadbury's opinion. Quite obviously, 
Cadbury is skeptical of much of the Christological signifi-
cance which has been read into these terms. He feels that 
a number of the terms were stereotyped titles; others were 
descriptive adjectives and hence did not, in the mind of 
the author, have the significance which later theology has 
attached to them. Cadbury does not deny that for Luke 
Jesus held a special place. 
That Luke thought highly, superhumanly, of 
Christ we have no doubt. The modern reader 
should recall, however, that Jesus is not 
called God, and that neither Lord nor Son 
of God are quite the equivalent.l 
Here, as elsewhere, Cadbury has raised numerous 
questions which indicate that he is skeptical of many of 
the conclusions that others have reached about Jesus. The 
search for historical accuracy is commendable as long as it 
is tempered with religious sensitivity. There are some 
places where Cadbury's skepticism seems unwarranted. An 
example of this may be found in his reference to the speeches 
in the book of Acts: 
To suppose that the writers were trying to 
present the speeches as actually spoken, or 
that their readers thought so, is unfair to 
the morality of the one and to the intelligence 
of the other. From Thucydides downwards, 
1. Ibid., p. 374. 
speeches reported by the historians are con-
~essedly pure imagination.! [Underlining mine.] 
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Has Cadbury given a proper evaluation o~ Thucydides? One 
would hardly think so i~ he places any validity in the words 
o~ this ancient writer. The ~ollowing quotation by Strachan 
is taken ~rom the pre~ace o~ Thucydidesr history. 
As regards the various speeches delivered be~ore 
the outbreak o~ hostilities or while they lasted 
I have ~ound it di~~icult to preserve verbal 
exactitude. This applies both to occasions 
where I was mysel~ a listener or where other 
persons have given me reports ~rom various 
sources. I there~ore sought to give what seemed 
to me to be the most appropriate language ~or 
the speaker to use on each occasion, while pre-
serving as ~ait~ully as possible the general 
sense o~ what was actually said. 
As to actual events that occurred during the 
war, I have thought it my duty to give them, not 
as conveyed by any chance i~ormant nor as seemed 
to me probable. Where I was not mysel~ present, 
I have investigated with the greatest possible 
accuracy every detail which came to me at second 
hand.2 
In commenting on Cadbury 1 s evaluation o~ this ancient 
Athenian historian, R. H. Strachan has this to say. 
This cannot be regarded as a just i~erence 
~rom the exposition o~ Thucydides o~ his own 
method, nor lead to a ~air estimate o~ the 
historical value o~ Luke's records. Thucydides 
in repudiating verbal exactitude does so in the 
interest o~ true history. To have claimed verbal 
exactitude in an age when there were rio shorthand 
reporters would have been, as Cadbury admits, an 
1. F. J. Foakes Jackson and Kersopp Lake, The Beginnings 
o~ Christianity (1922), II, p. 13. 
2. R. H. Strachan, "The Gospel in the New Testament," 
Interpreter's Bible, VII, p. 5. 
obvious .falsehood. 11Pure imagination,u however, 
is a disquieting alternative to "verbal exacti-
tude.nl 
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Has Cadbury gone too .far with his skepticism? Has he 
escaped .from his own web o.f presuppositions in his treatment 
o.f this subject? Many would answer the .first question in 
the a.f.firmative, while not a .few would answer the second in 
the negative. 
This has not been an easy section to analyze. Cadbury 
is quite technical and complicated in such a study as this. 
Many times his argument is not very clear. While this 
writer recognizes the ability Cadbury has in linguistics, 
he questions some o.f his conclusions. The attempt here has 
been to interpret and to question, not to give a critical 
evaluation o.f Cadbury 1 s treatment o.f the names o.f Jesus .found 
in the book o.f Acts. 
For a more re.freshing study o.f the names applied to 
Jesus one should turn to the book by Taylor.2 To counter-
act Cadburyts skepticism on the Suf.fering Servant concept 
one should consult Hunter.3 
1. Ibid. 
2. Vincent Taylor, The Names o.f Jesus. 
3. Archibald M. Hunter, The Work and Words o.f Jesus, 
PPo 80-100, et. al. 
CHAPTER V 
JESUS - AS PORTRAYED BY THE MODERNIZER 
The modernizing of Jesus is a basic concern of 
Cadbury in much of his writings on the subject. This fact 
has been demonstrated in a number of places throughout this 
·dissertation .. What he means by modernization is simply 
that there is the common tendency among interpreters of 
Jesus to take him out of his time and place and to make 
him into their own image. Thus, he is made to think as 
they think •. He is made to endorse the programs of human 
betterment which are characteristic of our age. He is sup-
posed to have had the modern concepts of social recon-
struction which were characteristic of the social gospel 
advocates. In short, Cadbury says that we read into the 
life of Jesus our own theological presuppositions and thus 
cause him to support whatever particular bias we may have. 
At this point, our concern is to attempt to bring into 
sharper focus some of the causes which underlie the whole 
process of modernizing Jesus; as Cadbury conceives them. 
Cadbury indicates that not infrequently there is a psycho-
logical need which underlies this process of modernization, 
quite often an unconscious desire. He also indicates that 
this modernizing has been going on from the time of the 
gospels, but feels that it has reached a peak in this 
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twentieth century which far exceeded anything that happened 
be.fore. 
1. The Cause of Modernization 
One of the basic causes of modernizing Jesus is what 
Cadbury calls ttanachronistic thinking about Jesus."l Cadbury 
illustrates this in a variety of ways, especially as it per-
tains to the paintings of Biblical subjects. He suggests 
that even the most amateur critic has noticed in the paint-
ings of the great masters some details Which obviously did 
not reflect the time of the subject painted, but rather, 
that o.f the artist's own time and country. 
Anachronisms of costume and o.f furnishings 
soon disclose themselves to a hypercritical 
eye and with them an absence often of appro-
priate oriental .flora and fauna. Here is 
Adam in a scene which for all its luxuriance 
is an obviously Flemish garden of Eden. 
There is Mary Magdalene with a Florentine 
headdress. Deliliah's.embossed silver 
shears are not of her age or o.f ours; but in 
the same museum which displays the picture 
o.f her with the sleeping Samson you will 
.find real scissors just like them in a room 
.furnished .for the very century o.f the artist's 
own lifetime. • • • Gross anachronisms are 
usually avoided, but little ones are not.2 
Are these to be considered artistic blemishes? Do 
they spoil the impression which the artist wanted to create? 
Cadbury answers in the negative to both of these questions. 
In the first place, he says that .for the most part they are 
1. The Peril of Modernizing Jesus, pp. 1-27. 
2. Ibid., pp. 1-2. 
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unobtrusive, and are usually unthought o£ or just accepted 
as being relatively unimportant. In the second place, 
it was enough that he sought the spirit o£ 
the scriptural theme and that he portrayed 
that with reality. Reality would mean con-
temporary human lifelikeness, not fidelity 
to ages long past and to lands unvisited and 
unknown.l 
Cadbury suggests that this same tendency is to be 
£ound in our contemporary thinking about the Bible. He 
says that we have a more practical objective in view than 
being historically accurate in these details. Thus, "local 
and archaic trustworthiness is the aim as rarely o£ the 
theologian or the preacher as o£ the artist. 112 Though one 
may avoid the grosser £orms of inaccuracy, it is Cadbury's 
opinion that others unconsciously escape us at times. Thus, 
if one is careless with some of the minor details of manner 
or dress, he is likely also to ~be inaccurate with Jesus' 
own thinking. 
For the patterns of thought change as do the 
patterns of clothes from land to land and from 
age to age, and the thoughts of a first century 
Jew like Jesus or Paul are not the thoughts of 
a twentieth century Englishman or German or 
American.3 
As different as our ways of living are from the ways 
of Jesusr day, it is Cadbury's opinion that our ways of 
1. Ibid. , p. 2. 
2. Ibid • , p. 3 • 
3. JQM. 
thinking are still more different. Our world view, our 
umental processes, intellectual assumptions, forms of 
selfconsciousness, and all the furniture of the mind 
differs (from theirs] as does the furniture of houses.ul 
Cadbury recognizes the difficulty in escaping ana-
chronistic thinking about Jesus. He recognizes the dif-
ficulty of putting one's self back into the spirit and the 
times of Jesus, but feels that this should be one of the 
major prerequisites of one who would reconstruct any 
portrait of this first century Jew. 
To illustrate how inaccurate facts creep into the 
picture, Cadbury cites the darkness which occurred at the 
Crucifixion which has been explained on the basis of an 
eclipse of the sun. But he suggests that it is commonly 
known that solar eclipses occur only at the time of the ~ 
moon and Jesus was crucified near the passover which was 
near the full moon.2 
Even if one were able to reconstruct quite accurately 
the geographical and historical situation of Jesus' day this 
does not, in Cadbury's opinion, prevent a careless modern-
ization of his thoughts. Quite often this implies a kind 
of authority which is also assumed for the task of recon-
structing the innermost thoughts of Jesus. Important as 
1. Ibid • , p • 4. 
2. Ibid • , p • 5. 
the historical and geographical situation is, Cadbury feels 
that these take a second place to an attempt to study and 
understand the first century mind. Though this concept is 
basic to Cadbury's approach, the method by which it is to 
be realized is not made clear always. How does one really 
come to understand the psychology of the mind of one who 
lived in the first century? This question will be returned 
to later. 
Cadbury thinks that we do not escape modernization 
even when we use Jesus' own words and phrases. For instance, 
he suggests that even if Jesus called God his father the 
term did not carry with it the meaning which we have read 
into it. On what bases does Cadbury arrive at this? It 
rests first of all upon his basic assumption that Jesus was 
a first century Jew and, therefore, it was a conventional 
and standardized name for God to a Jew of this time. It 
also rests upon the assumption that Jesus was no different 
from his contemporaries. As indicated elsewhere, even 
Montefiore is willing to admit that Jesus used the term 
ttfathe:rtt in a unique sense.l 
Cadbury doubts if Jesus even used the term "gospel" 
at all. If so, he says that it certainly would have been 
different from anything that is heard in any American pulpit 
1. Supra, p. 174. 
today. Our anachronistic thinking about the ~ingdom is 
indicated in the ~ollowing quotation. 
For Jesus the Kingdom was nothing that men 
themselves build or create as ~or the average 
modernist. I~ these ~requent and ~amiliar 
terms o~ Jesus are used by us to describe our 
modern humanitarian ideals, our sense o~ 
creating a better world, our longing ~or 
~ellowship and mystical communion with God, 
how much more likely are we to miss his 
meaning in other passages.l 
Cadbury cites many authors in Which modernization is 
carried to gross extremes. The old city o~ Jerusalem is 
pictured as a modern city with doctor's o~~ices and city 
morgues through which Joseph and Mary went in search o~ 
Jesus.2 In another, Jesus is pictured as having all the 
qualities o~ a good, modern salesman. He is a good mixer, 
a 11go-getter, 11 as is evidenced by his early rising.3 While 
in another, Jesus is portrayed as using one o~ the methods 
o~ progressive education, the 11child-centered 11 approach.4 
Jesus is supposed to have been motivated also by a basic 
1. The Peril o~ Modernizing Jesus, p. 9. 
2. Ibid., p. 10, quoting Brown-Berman and Prichard, What 
Did Jesus Think (N.Y.: Macmillan Company, 1935), 
p. 35. 
3. Ibid., p. 11, citing Bruce Barton, The Man Nobod~ Knows 
(Indianapolis: Bobbs Merrill, 1925), pp. 104, 12 , 127. 
4. Ibid., p. 12, quoting Charles Gore, Jesus o~ Nazareth 
(N.Y.: Holt, 1929), p. 67. 
economic concept. He is a capitalist as opposed to the 
socialists.l 
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These are a few of the writers Cadbury cites to show 
the gross anachronistic thinking about Jesus by modern day 
authors. These writings are not to be thought of as 
conscious falsifications, nor as a lack of reverence. Of 
Barton, Cadbury says: 
In all fairness it must be said that the book 
was written with reverence and from a sincere 
desire to deal appreciatively with Jesus. 
This is, however~ no guarantee of historical 
appropriateness.G 
The gospels did not completely escape this process of 
modernization, though, as indicated earlier, they do not 
have the excesses which are found in modern writers. Since 
the writers of the gospels shared many of the general 
religious beliefs of Jesus, and since they shared with him 
also their old world assumptions, Cadbury suggests that 
anachronistic thinking is far less in these records than in 
today 1 s discussions or biographies of Jesus. 
The modernizing of Jesus is difficult to escape. As 
indicated earlier, it is often unconscious and unpremeditated. 
It is caused by what Cadbury calls "an e.2rcusable ignorance.n3 
1. Ibid., pp. 12-13, quoting T. N. Carver, uThe Economic 
Factor in the Messiahship of Jesus," The Christian 
Register (1922), pp. 101 ff. 
2. Ibid., p. 195, n. 4. 
3 • Ibid. , p. 28. 
That is, there is so much the gospels do not tell us about 
him that we should like to knowl Thus, if one is to try to 
know the mind of Christ, he is confronted with many gaps in 
the records. This is especially true in the realm of the 
inner thought-life of .Jesus since the "earliest gospels are 
singularly objective in their presentation of his life.nl 
Thus, from inference and conjecture one reads back into the 
records what Jesus must have thought. 
The greatest modernization of .Jesus, in Cadbury's 
opinion, has been the results of liberal theology's attempt 
to rescue him from nsuperhum.an perversion." But in the 
process of recovering his humanity and thereby giving a 
modern portrait to .Jesus, liberal theology 
was less careful about its own methodo-
logical errors. In aiming to make him real 
and human it unconsciously made him real 
and modern. Complete modernization was, of 
course, impossible. The gospels now as 
ever kept something of the ancient histori-
cal nexus between Jesus and his times. But 
where the evidence has been ambiguous or 
lacking, and sometimes almost in the face 
of clear evidence to the contrary, a 
modernized .Jesus has been substituted for what 
was often intended to be an historical Christ.2 
Cadbury points out further that liberal theology's great 
desire to restore the humanity of Jesus caused them to 
1. The Peril of Modernizing Jesus, p. 28. 
2. Ibid. , p. 31. 
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neglect nthe genuine first century elements which a truly 
historical portrait requires.ul 
Another cause of modernization, according to Cadbury, 
is the assumption that human nature is and has always been 
the same; consequently, there is little need to try to dif-
ferentiate between the modern and the ancient mind. Cadbury 
categorically denies this assumption. He says that when we 
see examples in the Old Testament records which reflect 
something of a comparable situation today we become so 
impressed with this likeness that we fail to appreciate the 
differences. Thus, the faith of the Psalmist is so compar-
able "to our piety that we even extend it like our o'W!l to 
a life after death, though such a life is often explicitly 
denied and never really asserted in the whole psalter.u2 
Likewise, 
The insistence on social justice by the 
prophets is easily accepted as akin to our 
humanitarian and democratic ideals, and their 
predictions of international war are treated 
as though they were political weather 
prophets writing like skilful foreign 
correspondents for the Jerusalem newspapers.3 
With reference to Jesus, Cadbury suggests that because 
of our appreciation and estimation of his being, to assume 
1. Ibid. 
2. Ibid. , p. 32. 
3. Ibid. 
for him qualities which transcend times and races, thus 
making his character universal and timeless, is easy. 
Psychologically, people demand this of him. 
If he was more than a Galilean Jew of the 
first century--in any sense whether human 
or divine--it seems to become a priori 
probable that the fulness of humanity as1 much as of godhead was summed up in him. 
Cadbury questions the universality of Jesus 1 teach-
ings. 
But was such unusual universality, such 
permanence timelessness, really there in 
the historical Jesus? Was his appeal to 
his first followers and his offense to his 
first foes to be found in any special aloof-
ness from the conditions of his time?2 
The question is answered by the following: uwas he not a 
child of his own environment like most men, both great and 
small.u3 
The theologian and the apologist have been the 
official interpreters of Jesus, and not the trained histo-
rian. Therefore, their interests have been more for edifi-
cation than historical accuracy. Cadbury does not accuse 
them of willful perversion of truth, but he says that ntheir 
aims have made perversion inevitable, if unconscious.u4 In 
1. Ibid., p. 33. 
2. Ibid., p. 35. 
3. Ibid., p. 34. 
4. Ibid., p. 36. 
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this case, the Christ o£ Faith has overshadowed the Jesus 
o£ History, thus resulting in a modernized Jesus. 
This section may be concluded by mentioning again 
what Cadbury feels is one of the basic causes of the modern-
ization o£ Jesus: namely, "a lack of interest or trained 
imagination necessary to reconstruct an ancient scene.nl 
He recognizes the difficulty here, but £eels this is imper-
ative i£ we would come to know better the historical Jesus. 
2. The Cure £or Modernization 
Cadbury readily recognizes the difficulty in trying 
to cure the inevitable tendency to modernize Jesus and his 
teachings. He does not £eel that such a thing is completely 
possible; nevertheless, he suggests several things which, in 
his opinion, will help to offset this process. 
First o£ all, he says that we must come to realize our 
own biases and presuppositions. We must come to know our-
selves and to look at ourselves more objectively so that we 
can counteract the tendency common to every generation to 
read into the figures of the past our own modern ideas. 
Often this practice is used, unconsciously so at times, to 
make Jesus endorse our own views. We, therefore, "flatter 
ourselves by praising his universality, his moderness, his 
1. Ibid., p. 35. 
insights, since we mean by these things merely our own 
judgment in the areas where we are quoting him.nl 
The second item suggested to help correct our thinking 
about Jesus is that of coming to know better the mentality 
of his environment. It is believed that a knowledge of 
Moslem or oriental mentality will be of value, though Cadbury 
feels that the claims of the orientalists are often over-
done. In spite of the excess of some of the specialists, 
Cadbury says: 
Within limits, a specialized knowledge of 
Semitic antiquity in general and of late 
Judaism in particular is quite valuable. 
Beyond that a feeling and an imagination 
for the ancient world, whether Semitic or 
Aryan, is a most useful corrective.2 
One is likely to feel that Cadbury has not been quite as 
cautious in dealing with the Jewish influence on Jesus, 
as the above quotation suggests. This was a strong emphasis 
throughout his works, as this dissertation has indicated in 
a number of places. 
The third corrective that is suggested is the use of 
the gospels themselves. Although this is the most concrete 
evidence, it is beset with many hazards; they stand as an 
enemy, as well as an ally. On the one hand, because of their 
varied interests and emphases, they allow one by selection 
1. Ibid., p. 43. 
2. Ibid., p. 44. 
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to find almost any proof-test support for any reconstruction 
of Jesus that he may desire. In addition, they leave many 
gaps which become a fertile field for the imagination, an 
area in which our psychological interpretations transcend 
the historical situation. This is especially good, according 
to Cadbury, to help confirm our prejudices. These records 
become all things to all people. 
How such simple biographies can be so 
variously understood is truly remarkable. 
It would seem incredible if we did not 
know sane people who have held such 
varying views. But a knowledge of present 
day human nature and a new appreciation of 
the endless ambiguity and noncommittal 
quality of the records will enable one to 
see how easily such opposite conclusions 
can be drawn.l 
Notwithstanding, the gospels are our primary hope for 
discovering the historical Jesus. They were from the begin-
ning a restraining force to modernization. Cadbury says: 
One shudders to think what would have 
happened to him in successive generations 
of oral tradition and Christian idealization 
if tradition and idealization had not been 
held in check by such written records. . •• 
By putting down in writing this material the 
evangelists set a bound to change.2 
One should be reminded that when Cadbury talks about the 
gospels as records for the historical Jesus he means the 
1. The Peril of Modernizing Jesus, pp. 44-45. 
2. Ibid., p. 45. 
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synoptics. He is especially cautious about using the fourth 
gospel. 
Throughout his writings, Cadbury has put much emphasis 
upon the necessity to learn as much as possible about the 
environment in which Jesus lived. One is to become immersed 
in the thinking processes of the first century Jew, so as to 
distinguish between modern and unmodern thinking. The task 
is not easy. 
It requires real skill and a disciplined 
historical imagination to appreciate the 
fundamental difference which exist between 
situations ancient and modern in which 
individuals apparently act and think alike. 
Comments that are similar in general pur-
port grow out of quite different mentality 
in different times, and it is easy to ignore 
the unexpressed difference.l 
If modernization is to be kept to a minimum, one must 
seek to acquaint himself with categories of thought of the 
ancient world. Jesus must be placed within his own first 
century Jewish environment. There is no other alternative, 
according to Cadbury. The superficial student will not 
catch the nuances and the motifs of that age because they 
are too subtle. Only the one who has disciplined himself 
continuallY in the art of historical research is qualified 
to unveil the Galilean of the first century. 
1. Ibid., p. 32. 
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Thus, we conclude this section. Cadbury has spent 
much more time on the cause of modernization than he has on 
the ~· He has been able to diagnose quite thoroughly 
what is wrong with our thinking about Jesus. His remedy 
may not be as helpful or as acceptable as one would like 
it to be. He admits that he has not demonstrated his cure 
as much as might be desired by sifting, in detail, the 
gospel evidence.l He also recognizes that the task of 
deciding between the historical and the unhistorical in the 
records is a delicate task. Even when this is done there 
is still the task of application. 
Here there is more agreement in principle 
among scholars than there is application. 
Subjective criteria are too easily accepted, 
and an item which is suspected by one scholar 
has for another the authentic marks of 
historicity. It has often happened that 
the stone which the critics rejected has 
become for a new school of critics the head 
of the corner.2 
Cadbury 1 s main interest has been the discovery of the 
Jesus of History. His writings do not reflect a comparable 
interest in the Christ of Faith. One wonders to what the 
ramifications of this seemingly lopsided emphasis will lead. 
Is the gap too wide between historical research and religious 
appreciation? 
l. ~., pp. 45-46. 
2. Ibid., p. 46. 
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Cadbury has made a consistent effort to treat Jesus 
on a purely human level. He has been more interested in 
the processes of Jesus' thinking--just how he thought, his 
motives, his presuppositions--than in what he thought. 
Cad bury admits that one must rely upon inference and 
historical probability in this area, unavoidably beset by 
subjective evaluations. If so, the following quotation 
seems to be a valid criticism of Cadbury's approach--one 
in which this writer would concur. 
In an effort to interpret Jesus in the light 
of the first century as against the twentieth, 
the author relies heavily upon the canons of 
probability, possibility, and inference. 
Against this there can be no serious objection 
so long as it is recognized that they imply a 
lack of complete evidence for the position 
reached. Likewise the 11modernizing 11 inter-
preter should be allowed the same right to 
reach tentative conclusions where the evidence 
is suggestive rather than complete.l 
1. R. R. Brewer, Reviewer of Cadbury, The Peril of 
Modernizing Jesus. Journal of Bible and Religion, 
6, No. 1(1938), 92. 
CHAPTER VI 
CONCLUSION 
At the end of each section in the course of our study 
we already have drawn our conclusions relating to the 
specific items under discussion. The task here is to 
bring together these threads into a final statement. 
1. Although Cadbury was the first to introduce 
Formgeschichte to English readers, he felt that some of 
the by-products of the approach were more significant than 
the approach itself. Two of the most valid by-products 
receive special attention. The first calls attention to 
the pre-literary history of the written gospels by suggesting 
that in this earlier stage the units circulated separately 
and independently of each other. The second introduced the 
motive which led to the preservation of the material 
(pp. 30-33). 
2. Cadbury felt that motive criticism should precede 
all other approaches to the study of the gospels. He con-
cluded that a variety of motives lies submerged beneath the 
surface of' our present gospels. He also felt that we cannot 
assign ~ controlling motive to any of the writers of' the 
gospels. Therefore, any theory of consistent motivation is 
denied (pp. 56-59). 
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3. Cadbury challenged c. C. Torrey's theory on 
"Aramaic Originalsn and concluded that Luke's preface, as 
well as the rest of his gospel, was written in the common 
Greek of that day (pp. 71, 80). 
4. Cadbury exploded Hobart's theory on the umedical" 
language of Luke by investigating the writings of nonmedical 
men of that day. He concluded that Lukets vocabulary showed 
no more of a medical flavor than the writings of these men 
(pp. 98-103). 
5. On the Jewisbness of Jesus, Cadbury concluded that 
Jesus was a Jew of the first century. As such, he was a 
product of his own age and environment differing little, if 
any, from his contemporaries (pp. 123-126). 
6. Jesus' favorite method of teaching was the parable. 
This involved a comparison by analogy and a quantitative 
test which employed a kind of mathematical logic (pp. 139-
142). 
7. With reference to the originality and the religion 
of Jesus, the conclusion was reached that Jesus might have 
been radical, intense, extreme, and independent; but he was 
not unique (pp. 166-174). 
8. Although Jesus used frequently the term 11Kingdom 
of God," it had no esoteric or unique connotation for him 
(p. 201). If Jesus thought of himself as the Messiah, this 
conviction came not by special revelation, but by resignation 
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and obedience to God's will (p. 202). Jesus must be placed 
within the ~ramework o~ apocalyptic thought. He may have 
used the apocalyptic to en~orce his ethics, but this did 
not warp or pervert his teachings (pp. 202-208). 
9. Jesus' teachings are not blue-prints ~or any 
modern social movement. His approach was through the indi-
vidual, not through any social group or class in society. 
Jesus had no social consciousness in the modern sense 
(pp. 236-242). 
10. Regarding the names o~ Jesus ~ound ~n the book o~ 
Acts, Cadbury concluded that most o~ them were either 
stereotyped titles or descriptive adjectives; there~ore, 
they did not have the same signi~icance then which later 
theology attached to them (pp. 254-255). 
11. Four causes ~or the modernization o~ Jesus were 
given. First and ~oremost, there was anachronistic think-
ing apout Jesus (p. 259). Second, there was the common 
assumption that human nature is, and always has been, the 
same. This assumption has led to the neglect o~ di~~erenti­
ating between the ancient and the modern mind (p. 266). 
Third, when liberal theology attempted to rescue Jesus ~rom 
nsuperhuman perversions"--giving him a modern portrait--
this attempted rescue caused them to neglect the genuine 
~irst century elements which a historical portrait requires 
(p. 265). Fourth, there has been "a lack o~ interest or 
tr~ined imagination necessary to reconstruct an ancient 
sceneff (p. 268). 
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12. The cure for modernization is threefold: 
recognition of one's own religious biases, a better know-
ledge of the mentality of Jesus' environment, and a more 
discriminating study of the first three gospels (pp. 268-273). 
Basic to the conclusions summarized in this chapter is 
Cadbury's conviction that Jesus was a product of his 
environment, having few if any unique characteristics. Gad-
bury has worked tirelessly to correct the gross modernizations 
of Jesus and to place him within his own time and place. In 
the opinion of this writer he has rendered a valuable ser-
vice. He plants within the mind of the serious student 
enough doubts to cause him to renew investigation in the 
field of New Testament interpretation. However, there are 
some pressing questions which Gadbury does not answer. If' 
Jesus is to be viewed on the purely human level with neither 
uniqueness nor originality, and with no conscious plan, what 
then are valid explanations for the phenomenal impact of his 
life and message? Fu.thermore, if one should succeed in un-
modernizing Jesus, what relevance then does this first cent-
ury figure have for our day? Gadbury's works, astute and 
scholarly as they are, appear incomplete in these areas. 
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APPENDIX I. . CADBURY' S VIEW ON MOTIVES FOR 
BIBLICAL SCHOLARSHIP 
Cadbury sets forth some of his views on Biblical 
scholarship in his presidential address delivered at the 
meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature and Exegesis, 
December 29, 1936, at Union Theological Seminary, New York 
City.l This was the year when Harvard was observing its 
three hundred and first year, Union Seminary was in its 
one hundred and first, and the Jewish Theological Seminary 
was celebrating its fiftieth year. This sets the stage for 
Cadbury's historical perspective on Biblical scholarship. 
In this address Cadbury endeavored to analyse some of 
the motives which underlie Biblical studies. His analysis 
brought into focus two emphases. On the one hand there is 
the search for pure truth; on the other, there is the desire 
for religious serviceableness. Sometimes this leads to 
conflict. We shall return to this later. 
Cadbury surveyed some of the motives which had been 
t t di There Was the belief in characteristic of pas s u es. 
the unique religious value of the books of the Bible. This 
H Joel Cadbury ttMotives of Biblical Scholarship," 
1 • R:~lnt From Journ~l of Biblical Literature, 56, Part I 
(1937). 
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found expression in the belief in verbal inspiration of the 
original languages. Then it became the task of textual 
criticism to recover as completely as possible the exact 
reading of the original autographs. The belief in the 
verbal inspiration furnished the stimulus for minute study 
in trying to recover the original text. Archaeology, which 
had been subservient to Biblical studies in a more passive 
way, assumed an aggressive role in defending the Bible when 
skepticism began to creep into traditional beliefs. 
The discovery of the Babylonian flood tablets 
was first most generally hailed as proving 
that the Biblical flood was historical. The 
literary and cultural implications of the 
find were only an afterthought. The same 
apologetic value was claimed of the Egyptian 
store cities and indeed of nearly every dis-
covery that could be brought into comparison 
with the Bible. Even today excavators and 
their sponsors are often1motivated by a hope of confirming the Bible. 
Cadbury is of the opinion that archaeology should be 
used to help understand the Bible, rather than to defend it. 
If it dovetails with Biblical stateme~ts well 
and good• but even when it does.not, ~t e~ables 
us to re6over the life and part~cularly t.e 
t lity of the ancient world,--the Bibl~cal 
men.a . tin the largest sense of the term. eonv~ronmenrch is motivated by a concern neither 
ur resea . t th rrative to validate nor to inval~da e ~ nait 'ing 2 
but merelY to illustrate and enr~ch s mean • 
1. Ibid., P• 5. 
2. Ibid., PP• 5-6. 
Ir archaeology helps to acquaint us with the primitive 
environment in giving us something or the contemporary 
color, then it has rendered a great service. 
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He feels much the same about lexical studies. They 
should seek to give us a clearer understanding or what a 
certain ancient author wanted to convey, rather than to 
attempt to give new insight into the message or God. 
Cadbury suggested that Biblical scholarship almost 
always had as its rinal goal some practical value. That is, 
it has endeavored to render some service to humanity in the 
way of spiritual enlightenment and edification. Biblical 
scholarship had hoped that the results of its labors would 
result in a more adequate expression of true religion. 
The altruistic motive or religious edification might 
have been commendable, but it is dangerous to the future or 
Biblical research, according to Cadbury. The search for 
pure truth must always be a strong motive, but here is 
where the conflict arises. ttFact as an end in itselr is 
very difrerent from fact as an edifying phenomenon. 111 
These two have played a prominent role in past studies. 
Thus, 
The motive of scholarship in this field is 
still as it has been a combination of search 
for pure truth and, at least rrequently, an 
expectation of religious serviceableness.2 
1. Ibid • , p • 7. 
2. Ibid • , p. 8 • 
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Cadbury is veTy cautious about combining pure scholar-
ship with an edifying motive. He feels that much of the 
best scholarship in this field is "combined with a strong 
religious, not to say apologetic, prepossession.nl He is 
afraid that church dogma will hamper re-search~ Even those 
presuppositions which were commendable have interfered with 
the search for truth. 
The real issue here, then, is the conflict between the 
pursuit of truth and the loyalty to religion. Cadbury 
realizes the precariousness of this conflict and does not 
press the issue. Many have had to face the problem of the 
relationship between fact and value. However, he does sug-
gest that the ideal of scholarship is "the cultivation of 
truth without fear or favor ••• reinforced by what we like 
to call the scientific approach to knowledge.rr2 
The conflict between these two motives has some 
compensations. He suggests that much of our progress would 
not have taken place had this conflict been absent. In 
spite of the fact that archaeology was used to defend the 
Bible, its by-product was a more enlightened view of 
Biblical history. Likewise, literary criticism, although 
inspired by controversy, led to a more adequate understanding 
1. Ibid. , p. 7. 
2. Ibid., p. 14. 
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of' the sources. ttindeed the religious motive at its worst 
has of'ten led, though through zig-zag routes, to under-
standings which without that motive would have never been 
achieved. ttl 
The late R. H. Pf'eif'f'er also was concerned about the 
demand that the end result of' scholarship have practical, 
religious value. He, like Cadbury, stressed the search f'or 
pure truth as being the ultimate goal of' the scholar, 
regardless of' the theological implication that might be 
involved in the conclusions f'rom such a search. 
More and more it is f'elt that biblical study 
should strengthen our f'aith and improve our 
conduct. The demand that research produce 
practical, useable results is f'atal both to 
research and to its practical applications. 
Research must be an objective and dis-
passionate search f'or truth, and will produce 
no advance in knowledge if' it has a practical 
ulterior motive that limits its scope and 
method.2 
Pf'eif'f'er took a pessimistic view toward f'uture studies 
because of' what he called a "creeping paralysis in scholar-
ship.u3 This paralysis was caused, in his opinion, by the 
return to Biblical theology and its desire to interpret the 
Bible so as to enhance f'aith and conduct. The change in 
1. 
2. 
3. 
Ibid., p. 10. 
ucurrent Issues 
Divinity School 57. 
in Old Testament Studies,n Harvard 
~~~~~====~B=u=l=l=e~t=i=n, 52, No. 2l(August 29, 1955), 
Ibid. 
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attitude is detrimental to the dispassionate, objective, 
rational search for truth. He says, rttheology is thus 
again triumphant as in the Middle Ages.nl Although Cadbury 
is not as direct in his views on this subject he is in 
complete sympathy with this criticism. 
Cadbury suggested that there are three besetting sins 
in the motives which underlie Biblical research. The first 
is the desire for something new, much like the Athenians in 
Paul's day. This motive rests upon the assumption that the 
new is always better than the old, which is not necessarily 
true. He suggested that the new theories should be tested 
first among the specialists before they unscrupulously are 
introduced to the public. 
As experts we have some responsibility to 
help curb the morbid tastes of so many 
superficial lay book readers who prefer to 
hear from us some new guesses than some old 
facts.2 
A second shortcoming in research is that common tend-
ency to modernizing the Bible. This tendency is caused 
partly by using our own mentality as the norm, and partly 
from the overzealous desire to interpret the Bible for its 
present day value. 
Wishing to short cut the roundabout pro-
cesses of knowledge we desire to find an 
1. Ibid. , p. 63 • 
2. Cadbury, "Motives o:f Biblical Scholarship,n JBL, 56, 
Part I(l937), 11. 
immediate utility and applicability in the 
ancient documents. Our minds as in the 
older days of prooftexts are more anxious to 
find what answer the Bible gives to our own 
perplexities than to hear what seemingly 
useless and irrelevant information the book 
itself chooses to volunteer.l 
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A third deficiency is caused by the tendency to con-
serve some of the debris of exploded theories--a kind of 
rear guard action. Cadbury better illustrates this in 
another article2 in which he points out that even though 
many hypotheses have been discredited, some of their 
corollaries still remain. For example, he says that in 
spite of the fact that form criticism had destroyed any 
hope of a chronology in the synoptics, (his ow.n value 
judgment), people still refer to an item as happening either 
before or after the Caesarea Philippi experience as though 
this incident marked a fixed watershed in Jesus' ministry.3 
In like manner, some still feel that Luke-Acts reflects 
a keen interest in medical language on the part of the 
author, even though this theory has largely been dis-
credited.4 On the authorship of Ephesians he says: "The 
Pauline authorship labors, I believe, under an outgrown 
1. Ibid., pp. 11-12. 
2. "Some Foibles of New Testament Scholarship n The Journal 
of Bible and Religion, 26, No. 3(July, 195S), pp. 213-216. 
3. Ibid., p. 214. 
4. Ibid. 
disability.nl Many other examples are given to support 
the view that the debris of exploded theories still 
hinders research. 
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To return to this matter of practical value as being 
one of the goals of Biblical scholarship, one recognizes 
that there are dangers involved. Past history speaks for 
itself at this point. There always is the danger that 
church dogma may strangle research. But if Biblical 
research cannot serve the Christian cause, then what cause 
will it serve? Should not the works of the Biblical 
historian and the theologian complement each other, making 
each the better for the other's existence? 
Regarding objectivity, one wonders if it is possible 
to enter into the search for truth as dispassionately as 
Cadbury and Pfeiffer have suggestedo Are there not, even 
in the most objective person, elements of subjectivity 
which somewhat mar his search for ttpure" truth or, at 
least, lend a predilection to it? 
Are the researchers in medical science only interested 
in discovering truth apart from human betterment? Presum-
ably, the primary motives underlying this branch of science 
are to relieve human suffering, to stamp out diseases, and 
to promote the physical welfare of humanity. The absence 
of worthy goals in medical science or any other branch of 
1. Ibid. 
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: 
I 
I 
science conceivably leads to theidestruction rather than to 
I 
the betterment of mankind. i 
i 
One would like to believe that the goals in all 
! 
branches of science today presup~ose some utilitarian 
i 
I 
motive. The value of some of th~ goals may be questioned, 
i 
. I 
but the point remains~~there is the feeling that a useful 
I 
and practical end is in view. Hdwever, unworthy goals of 
i 
unscrupulous men in any field ofihuman endeavor may lead 
I 
! 
to the costly destruction of hum~n values; the past graphi-
cally indicates this. The searc~ for truth must carry with 
1 
it an ethic of responsibilityl j 
I 
If there is any validity i~ the preceding analogy, 
! 
then the Biblical historian also ishould be guided by 
I 
utilitarian motives. He has a rdsponsibility for contri-
1 
buting to the field of practical lreligion. Quite often 
i 
I 
new discoveries, whether they ar~ in one branch of science 
I 
i 
or another, result from research !that has been motivated 
I 
by a deficiency in the area. Wotild a sense of religious 
I 
! 
need be an unworthy motive for t~e Biblical historian? 
! 
Surely, it would not. 
i 
I 
APPENDIX I!. CURRENT ISSUES! AND POSSIBLE TRENDS IN 
I 
BIBLICAL STUDIES AS SEEN BY CADBURY 
i 
i 
:, 
The previous discussion injthe appendix considered 
I 
briefly some of Cadbury's views ~n motives in connection 
! 
with Biblical scholarship. Thes~ few pages will attempt to 
I present in a very sketchy fashioa some of the areas where 
! 
i 
Cadbury feels more scholarly wor* needs to be done, and 
I 
also to indicate possible trends, 
i Cadbury's concern over thelinfluence of the rebirth 
of Biblical theology on future s~udies has been mentioned 
1 
i in the preceding section. That ~ame concern may be reflected 
! 
at points here, also. Back in lQ~ll Cadbury felt that much 
i 
more work needed to be done in ttie field of Judaism, using 
i 
i both the works of George Foote M9ore and Paul Billerbeck. 
I 
He also felt that much more indep,endent study of sources 
! 
not labeled "normative" by Moore !needed to be done. More 
i 
attention needed to be given to ~pocalyptic Judaism. In 
fact, he felt that the work of R.j H. Charles needs to be 
I 
done again because a different pe~spective exists today 
! 
regarding the apocalypses of Juda~sm. 
In his opinion, Josephus ha~ been used too much and 
! 
! 
Philo used too little. Of Philo he says: 
I 
,, 
1. ttNew Testament Studies in the Next Generation," Journal 
of Religion, 21, No. ~(October~ 19~1). 
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i 
He must have more to contribute to our 
thoughts, and it is a ma*k of sheer laziness 
that so few New Testament students really 
have tried to master himll 
I 
i 
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In the area of linguistics he suggests that there is 
a need for more serious study iniSemitic languages, especi-
' 
ally Aramaic. The Greek papyri, ;both the published and 
those yet to be published, could ;provide ;· valuable infor-
1 
mation for our understanding of the environment of the New 
Testament period if there were mqre intensive and patient 
study in this area. 
The character study of Jesus and Paul, especially the 
I 
i 
latter, is still an unexhausted ~ield. In addition to the 
book of Acts, 
Faults letters give us ad intimate and an 
unquestioned insight into his own mind. Here 
if anywhere New Testament study has a field 
for clear-cut appreciatiqn of unquestioned 
historical facts and a w~ll-known actor. The 
opportunity for vivid history and biography 
here is scarcely used to ,the full by modern 
theologians.2 I 
I 
Cadbury also suggests that Faults Judaism needs a little more 
emphasis--that is, the Palestini~n branch, not the Hellen-
istic. 
1. I:QiQ.' p. 414. 
2. Cadbury, nThe Present State of New Testament Studies," 
The Haverford Symposium on Archaeology and the Bible 
(New Haven, Connecticut: Ame~ican School Oriental 
Research, 1938), p. 100. ' 
i 
With Jesus, the situation fs di~~erent. Cadbury 
\ 
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reminds us that one has to consider constantly the medium 
. i 
through which our in~ormation about Jesus has come. Thus 
. I 
I 
I 
the task is that of deciding between the historical and the 
I 
I 
unhistorical, the religion o~ Je~us and the religion about 
i 
I Jesus. How much shall we assignjto the reporters in the 
i 
gospel accounts, and how much toiJesus himsel~? Cadbury 
I 
I 
realizes this is no easy task, and it cannot escape a sub-
1 
jective evaluation. i I I 
There is still much room fJr study in the ~ield of 
I 
I 
the classics. Because o~ our cr~ving to have something 
new, we have neglected the old. i jHe says: 
! 
There are nearly always dlder classics in 
our ~ield which one has riever read that are 
more worth reading than QO per cent o~ the 
current output.l 1 
I 
Cadbury heartily endorses the po~icy o~ getting new material 
i into print, but not at the expen~e o~ the old. Because of 
this neglect 
! 
there is much accumulateq learning about the 
New Testament whereo~ th~ ~acile modern critic 
of the New Testament is ~lithely ignorant. He 
little realizes how ofte~ he is merely threshing 
old straw. Perhaps one 9~ the immediate tasks 
of the future is to perp~tuate the solid learning 
of the past. 2 i 
I 
! 
1. Journal of Religion, 21, No. ~(October, 19~1), ~17. 
2. Ibid. 
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Cadbury feels that there is also need for more work 
in textual criticism. nThe most obvious area for both 
specialization and collaborationis textual criticism.nl 
He recognizes this to be a painstaking work as step by 
step one builds upon the works of another. He predicts 
i 
I 
no change of pattern here, neither does he think the field 
will become overcrowded in the f~ture. 
i 
Another much neglected area is indicated: 
We have no really satisfactory commentary 
on most of the post-canonical Christian 
writings, certainly none ,in English. Here 
is an inviting field for :competent scholars 
singly or in groups. It 1 is more ns eded than 
new cooperative dictiona~ies or lexicons or 
canonical commentaries .2: 
I 
Just how much beyond mere ~anguage and physical 
setting paganism can add to our ~derstanding and knowledge 
is problematical, Cad bury says. He comments that there is 
less emphasis today than there w~s a few decades ago on the 
influence of the mystery cults, or philosophic schools, 
i 
upon the thought life of the ear]y Christian. It is dif-
' ficult to establish with certaint,Y this influence. 
I 
If Judaism was not so fully standardized as 
some have supposed, still less was paganism. 
The parallels, not to mention the influences, 
of the latter may well pr;ove even more elusive .3 
1. Ibid., p. 419. 
2. Ibid., pp. 419-420. 
3. Ibid., p. 415. 
Then one of Cadbury 1 s major emph~ses comes into focus 
I 
again--the matter of the enviro~ental factor. In this 
there is a major need. i I 
! 
The task as I see it is ~ot the identification 
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of sources or even paraliels. It is rather a 
thorough acclimatization 1, into the temper and 
mentality of the ancient!world.l [Italics mine.J 
i 
The above needs are suffic~ent to indicate that 
I 
Cadbury does not concur in the o~inion of a leading British 
i 
New Testament scholar who shortl~ before his death felt that 
I 
all the problems that were curre4t in his youth had been 
l 
solved and, therefore, there was llittle left to be done .. 2 
I 
In one of his latest articles3 Cadbury looks at New 
I 
I 
Testament studies in retrospect. i In this backward per-
' j 
spective he surveys the trends arid emphases of the past. 
I 
Though it is not his purpose in ~his article to project any 
i 
trends into the future, he infer~ in a few places what might 
be in the future. I 1 
I 
I 
His survey started with thej turn of the century. 
There was source critic ism and aliso the religionsgeschichtliche 
i 
Schule. Then followed the Christj-myth theory of Germany 
I 
1. Ibid. 
2. The Haverford Symposium on Archeology and the Bible, 
(1938), p. 79. i 
I 
3. The Journal of Bible and Relig[on, 28, No. 2(April, 
1960), 194-198. For a supplem~ntary article one should 
read in the same journal, "NeW: Testament Scholarship in 
Prospect," by Ernest c. Colwel~, pp. 199-203. 
I 
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which spread to England, Hollandt and America. The Biblical 
I 
emphasis which found its greatest expression in the social 
! 
I gospel movement arose in this co~try in the early part of 
i 
this century. Again in Germany there arose the form criti-
1 
I 
cism approach to the gospels, which was introduced to 
I 
English readers in the early twe*ties of this century. 
I Demythologizing ca:ne, into prominence toward the close of 
i 
World War II. • I The nenv~ronmental factorsn of the Chicago 
! 
i 
school is cited as an independent parallel to form criti-
1 
i 
cism. And the most recent empha~is in England, Scotland, 
I 
and America is that of Biblical ~heology.l Thus, in brief, 
! 
is his survey. 
i 
I 
Having given a brief perspective, Cadbury proceeds 
I 
I 
to evaluate certain emphases of ihe past. Of the Qumran 
literature, he is hesitant to ma~e any predictions as to 
i 
their importance to New Testamen~ studies. However, in 
i 
speaking of these finds he write~: 
i 
My guess is that their permanent contribution 
to New Testament studies !will be linguistic 
rather than religious, arid that too in spite 
of their Semitic speech.4 
I 
Then in a further comment on the japocalyptic writings, as 
well as the Qumran scrolls, he sJys: 
I 
But they with the apocal~ptic books do 
confirm what I believe w~s already a 
i 
1. Ibid. , p. 194. 
2. Ibid., p. 195. 
pronounaed trend in New Testament studies--
the lessening emphasis upon Hellenic influ-
ences and the increasing emphasis upon 
Jewish.l 
This influence is not limited to Jesus, but includes the 
apostle Paul as well. 
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Cadbury says that the reaction to Schweitzer's 
thoroughgoing eschatology found expression in several 
attempts to discredit it, the latest of which was that of 
realized or self-realizing eschatology. His evaluation 
of this is that one cannot eliminate the futuristic aspect 
of Jesus' teachings. "Realized eschatology is for many 
unrealized and unrecognized wishful thinking.tt2 
Of the trend that shifted its emphasis from the 
historical Jesus to that of the meaning of Jesus (Nee-
Orthodoxy) Cadbury says: 
How it is possible to claim so much for 
Christ as the one great divine event in 
history and to be so indifferent about the 
problem of what in actual history we can 
know of Christ is a matter of surprise.3 
As indicated earlier, Cadbury is concerned about this change 
of emphasis because there is not with this approach the 
motivation to recover the historical Jesus. Instead of a 
desire to recover the Jesus of history, the emphasis is 
1. Ibid. 
2. Ibid. 
3. Ibid., p. 196. 
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placed upon the kerygmatic element in the gospels. "Once 
more the gospel about Jesus takes the center of the stage."l 
Cadbury's concern over the influence of theology is 
reflected also in the lack of progress which has been made 
in the problems associated with New Testament introduction. 
In the fifty years under survey he sees no spectacular 
progress. Many of the unanswered problems still remain 
because there are no convincing arguments. Some of the 
progress that has been made is to be credited not to the 
experts in the field but to the 11palaeographical dating of 
Rylands, Skeat and Bodmer Papyri.n2 
Cadbury realizes that progress in these problem areas 
will be slow. 
Fifty years of stalemate is a useful reminder 
that we need not expect easy answers. If 
progress is to be made it will be by recog-
nizing the delicate bases of distinction 
between the probable and less probable, not 
by some simpler proof.3 
Although he does not say so explicitly, he at least in-
fers that if progress is to be made in some of the questions 
of New Testament criticism more emphasis must be placed upon 
Biblical scholarship, and less on Bib1ical theology. 
1. Ibid. 
2. Ibid., p. 198. 
3. Ibid. 
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Cadbury 1 s attitude on the lack o~ progress in scholar-
ship was substantially the same twenty-two years ago as it 
is today, as re~lected in his latest article. 
One cannot review the work o~ recent decades 
without realizing how little real progress 
has been made. No great archaeological dis-
covery has suddenly settled any o~ the long 
disputed problems, no ancient document o~ 
early Christianity has lately come to light 
to set in perspective the old classical 
gospels and epistles. Probably no such 
revolutionary disclosures should be expected; 
they can hardly be deliberately achieved, 
.and they need not be waited ~or. Progress 
depends--apart ~rom such happy changes--on 
the patient e~~ort o~ imaginative minds, 
o~ten in unseen and unconscious collaboration, 
••• by trial and error, by ever new re~er­
ence to material in the contemporary cultures, 
until a fragment o~ new probability emerges 
from the search.l 
1. The Haver~ord Symposium on Archaeology and the Bible, 
(1938), p. 106. 
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ABSTRACT 
Cadbury's basic contribution regarding the historical 
Jesus involves the conviction that he was a product of his 
own Jewish environment and, as such, is not to be thought of 
as unique. His method of teaching can be paralleled with 
the rabbis of his time. His moral earnestness is comparable 
to that of the Old Testament prophet. Only in his nexcess 
of virtue" can any originality be attributed to him. 
Jesus' religious experience is no different from that 
of any other pious Jew. Revelation came to him through the 
normal cognitive processes. Nor should one assign to Jesus 
a conscious plan or well-defined program; his teachings were 
casual and occasional. The unique theological portraits 
which successive generations have painted of Jesus are not 
based upon historical evidence. The scholar must rid him-
self of such Christological presuppositions. 
In such conclusions one is confronted with pressing 
questions which Cadbury does not answer. If Jesus is to be 
viewed on a purely human level with neither uniqueness nor 
originality, and with no conscious plan, what then are valid 
explanations for the phenomenal impact of his life and mes-
sage? Cadbury's works, astute and scholarly as they are, 
appear incomplete in some of these areas. Inasmuch as the 
30~ 
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evidence is insufficient to reconstruct a completely accurate 
picture of Jesus, which he admits, is it not gratuitous to 
conclude that Jesus was no different from his Jewish con-
temporaries? 
Cadbury asserts that Jesus has been taken out of the 
first century and made in the image of the twentieth century 
modernizer. With penetrating criticism Cadbury points out 
teachings of Jesus which have been held up as blueprints for 
modern social reform. Jesus is supposed to have envisioned 
the modern concept of the "Fatherhood of God" and its corre-
late, the "Brotherhood of Man.tt Great difficulty is en-
countered as one endeavors to learn more of the mentality 
of Jesus• environment, but this one must do. Cadbury sees 
serious limitations in the teachings of Jesus for social 
issues because the first century attitude was greatly differ-
ent from that of the modern mind. Jesus did not think in 
modern social terms. Yet an advantage may be seen in the 
very fact that Jesus stressed individual rather than group 
responsibility as a starting point. The individual is to 
reform society, not the reverse. 
In his attempt to recover the historical Jesus, Cadbury 
utilized some of the techniques of form criticism which he 
was the first to introduce to English readers. However, he 
digs deeper yet and calls attention to,motives, often sub-
merged or mixed, which led to the preservation and utilization 
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of the gospel materials. Often the conflict of motives can 
be explained on the basis of the variety in the materials 
which came down to the final editors. Cadbury denies any 
theory of consistent motivation in the writers of the gospels. 
Gross exaggerations are pointed out as Cadbury tire-
lessly works to counteract the modernization of Jesus, and 
one cannot deny that he has rendered a valuable service. 
However, that his works are a reaction to traditional theo-
logical presuppositions should be recognized. Hence, in his 
earnestness, he may have pursued his quest to an extreme. 
Cadbury maintains that even though they are beset with 
many difficulties, the gospel records are the primary sources 
of information about Jesus and must be examined more care-
fully. His ability in lexical studies long has been recog-
nized, as seen in his attack upon Hobart's "proof 11 of the 
medical language of Luke. Cadbury concludes that the names 
of Jesus found in Acts were stereotyped titles for the most 
part, with no unique significance. 
Cadbury has endeavored to unmodernize Jesus. He has 
tried to place him back in his own time and place. He has 
given particular attention to those first century elements 
which a historical portrait requires. He plants within the 
mind of the serious student enough doubts to cause him to 
renew investigation of the whole field of New Testament 
interpretation. This is no small contribution. 
AUTOBIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH OF CANDIDATE 
Samuel Garlin Hall was born May 5, 1922, in Ellisville, 
Mississippi. He was the sixth o~ eleven children born into 
the ~amily o~ Walter A. and Allie Duckworth Hall. He grew 
up on a ~arm near Bastrop, Louisiana, and was graduated 
~rom high school in that city. In 1943 he married Juanita 
Covher. 
He was graduated ~rom Anderson College in Indiana in 
1946 with a Bachelor o~ Science .degree, and then moved to 
the suburbs of Denver, Colorado, where he served as pastor 
of the Littleton Church o~ God ~or over six years. He 
received the Master o~ Theology degree ~rom Ilif~ School 
o~ Theology in 1954. That same year three children were 
adopted. 
In January o~ 1955 he and his ~amily moved to New 
England, at which time he began his doctoral studies at 
Boston University. During this time he served as minister 
o~ the Union Church, Stow, Massachusetts, and ~or a brie~ 
term, also, as interim chaplain at the Correctional 
Institution in Concord, Massachusetts. 
At present Mr. Hall is professor of New Testament 
and Greek at Warner Paci~ic College, Portland, Oregon, a 
position he has held since 1957. 
307 
308 
